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A Southeastern school district was in the initial phases of a response to intervention (RtI) 
model using 3 tiers of intervention prior to students being identified for participation in 
special education.  General education classroom teachers were responsible for all Tier I 
interventions by differentiating the core curriculum.  However, teachers received little to 
no specific training related to implementation, progress monitoring, and data analysis of 
these differentiated interventions.  This case study examined teachers’ perceptions of the 
current implementation of RtI in one elementary school and their perceptions of 
professional support needed to implement, assess, and analyze RtI data. This qualitative 
research project study used constructivism as the theoretical framework.  The research 
questions centered on teacher perceptions of how the implementation of the RtI model 
impacted teacher efficacy in meeting the needs of students and to what extent teachers at 
the school felt prepared to implement Tier I interventions as they were intended.  The 
purpose of the study was to identify gaps in practice and teacher perceptions of the 
effectiveness of Tier I intervention.  Data collected from questionnaires and individual 
interviews were analyzed using open coding.  Themes and concepts that emerged related 
to Tier 1 were the use of data, instruction, support, analysis, and differentiation.  These 
findings led to the development of 3 specific trainings to provide educators with more 
knowledge about Tier I implementation and data-driven decisions in the RtI process at 
the school.  Because it may strengthen the implementation and effectiveness of Tier I 
level interventions in the general education classroom, the project has the potential to 
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Section 1: The Problem 
Introduction 
Roles and responsibilities of general educators, speech-language pathologists, 
school psychologists, and interventionists have changed to focus more on literacy in the 
general education setting since the emergence of response to intervention (RtI) 
approaches in the early 2000s.  The 2004 reauthorization of No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB, 2002) legislation and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 
Act (IDEA, 2004; Henley, & Furlong, 2006; Rudebush, & Wiechmann, 2011; Samuels, 
2011) both included RtI.  The focus of IDEA was on the quality of education that 
students received in the general education setting (Lujan, Love, & Collins, 2008).  
There is not one specified model of RtI identified as most effective.  The most 
common RtI model includes three levels of intervention supports referred to as tiers.  As 
the amount and intensity of resources required in meeting the student’s needs increases, 
the intervention tier increases.  Tier I usually includes high quality general education core 
curriculum instruction and differentiated instructional intervention.  Tier II includes 
targeted small-group academic interventions. Tier IIIa includes intense intervention or 
replacement of core curriculum, carried out in small groups or individually, while Tier 
IIIb includes special education as specified by an Individualized Education Plan (IEP; 
District RtI plan, 2011).   
RtI has proven effective when key literacy components are in place; however, the 
model and its effectiveness is different in every school (Hoover, & Love, 2011; Samuels, 




using and implementing an RtI model (Federal Register, 2006).  But, this 
freedom has sometimes led to confusion among practitioners and problems with 
implementation (Hollenbeck, 2007).  Because many regulations for RtI implementation 
have been made locally, the quantity and quality of specific professional development 
and coaching support for teachers is often inconsistent or lacking (Hoover, & Love, 
2011).  
My purpose in conducting this study was to identify gaps in practice and teacher 
perceptions regarding the effectiveness of Tier I intervention.  Using a case study 
approach, I selected a southeastern, suburban elementary school as my study site.  The 
teachers at this school had not been given any focused training on Tier I intervention 
implementation and differentiation (District Professional Development Matrix Data 
Review, 2011-2012).   
I queried teachers on their perceptions of the current implementation of RtI as 
well as their perceptions of supports and resources needed to implement, monitor, assess, 
and analyze interventions with fidelity in the way they were intended.  My findings led 
me to develop specific training designed to educate educators about effective Tier I 
implementation and data-driven decisions in the RtI process.  Effective Tier I 
intervention gives schools the potential to substantially reduce the number of students 
identified as learning disabled (Scanlon, & Sweeney, 2008).  This approach optimizes 
instruction for children who struggle during early years of school, which increases 
engagement with core curriculum in the general education setting, and decreases referrals 




Definition of the Problem 
Researchers have suggested that 80% of students are successful with Tier I preventative, 
pro-active supports and interventions provided by differentiating the instruction in the 
general education, core classroom setting (Allington, 2009; Fuchs, & Deshler, 2007; 
Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2008; Johnson, Mellard, Fuchs, & McKnight, 2006).  The Tier I phase 
includes strategy implementation, progress monitoring, and data analysis found in 
different general education classrooms.  Teachers identify specific strategies to meet the 
needs of students and these interventions are implemented.  Teachers respond to the 
progress of students and set new reading goals based on the data gathered.   
The RtI process was adopted system wide across the southeastern, suburban 
school district using the three tiered approach.  The elementary school was in the second 
year of full RtI implementation in third through fifth grades and in the third year of 
implementation in kindergarten through second grades.   Teachers and administrators 
noticed a lack of consistent evidence related to the fidelity of Tier I intervention 
implementation through the core curriculum.  In response, school administrators created 
and published a school RtI plan which was initially implemented in the 2011-2012 school 
year.  This plan presented specific protocol and procedures for identification, 
implementation, progress monitoring, data analysis, and next steps for moving up and 
down the tiers for Tier II and Tier III.  However, interventions at the Tier I (T I) level 
were largely left up to the classroom teacher as indicated in the school plan (School RtI 
Plan, 2011).  The school RtI team revised the plan for the 2012-2013 school year.  




Although teachers in this suburban elementary school were responsible 
for implementing T I reading interventions in their general education classrooms, none 
had received specific training on the implementation of interventions, progress 
monitoring administration, or data analysis, as shown by looking at the school’s 
professional development calendar for 2010 through Fall 2012.  Universal screening was 
uniform school-wide, as was Tier II (T II) and Tier IIIa (T IIIa) intervention protocol, but 
progress monitoring, intervention implementation, and data analysis at T I were 
inconsistent.  According to a list of district professional development offerings for Fall 
2011 through Spring 2013, neither the school district nor the school provided specific 
professional development for general education teachers related to training for T I 
implementation and differentiation of intervention strategies and monitoring assessments 
through the core curriculum.  The district provided general education teachers with 
professional development on the newly adopted reading textbook series; this training 
included resources for a small group component and a Common Core State Standards 
transition. 
Rationale 
Evidence of the Problem at the Local Level   
As previously discussed, teachers at this suburban elementary school were 
charged with the responsibility of implementing T I reading interventions in their general 
education classrooms, but none had received specific training on the implementation of 




this problem for my study in order to explore the experiences of these teachers 
and their perceptions of efficacy in their intervention practices.    
Common goals of RtI include providing culturally responsive instruction in core 
curriculum instruction within the general education setting and reducing the number of 
students evaluated and/or identified for special education (Allington, 2009; Glover, & 
DiPerna, 2007; Johnson, Mellard, Fuchs, & McKnight, 2006; Johnston, 2010; Mellard, & 
Johnson, 2008; Owocki, 2010).  A change in student population influences cultural 
responsiveness and divergent teaching.  Due to increased residential growth, family 
transiency, and urban sprawl in the neighboring historically rural areas, the demographics 
of the community populating this suburban elementary school changed from 2000-2010.  
The number of students eligible for free and reduced lunch in the elementary school 
being studied increased from 10% in 2001 to 37.7% in 2011. At the same time, the 
proportion of minority students increased from 19.3% in 2001 to 30% in 2010, according 
to archived district data for the school.   
RtI implementation has the potential to decrease the number of children 
inappropriately referred for special education services (Scanlon, & Sweeney, 2008).  
However, the number of students at the study school who were evaluated and given 
special education increased.  In 2011, 30 students received special education services for 
emotional or learning disabilities, and 54 students received special education for speech 
and language processing disabilities.  In 2013, 51 students received special education for 
emotional or learning disabilities, and 78 received special education for speech and 




that a minimum of 15 weeks of daily T II and/or T IIIa intervention should be 
offered before students are considered for special education placement or learning 
disabled (LD) classification.  The study school did not heed Scanlon and Sweeney’s 
recommended timeframe prior to implementing RtI.    
Methods of student identification for intervention and effectiveness measures of 
RtI procedures vary.  In the study school’s current RtI plan, a parent, teacher, or universal 
screener can be used to identify students in need of T I intervention.  However, the 
school’s RtI plan did not identify a standardized assessment of measuring students’ 
responsiveness to intervention, resulting in inconsistent methods of implementation.  
According to RtI best practices, schools should formally document progress.  However, 
teachers and administrators varied significantly in their opinions regarding the type of 
instrument that should be used for T1.  According to Scanlon and Sweeney, no widely 
accepted standard exists for how often such assessments should be used (Scanlon & 
Sweeney, 2008).   
 Because of a lack of collaboration between general educators, administrators, 
interventionists, and special educators regarding the T I level, the school RtI plan 
featured divided intervention protocol systems with varying degrees of assistance 
provided to students.  Teachers provided identified, planned, and implemented support in 
isolation instead of as a team.  If educators infuse RtI into the current system without 
collaborating or collectively shifting thinking, the distinction between general and special 
education will continue to exist (DuFour, DuFour, & Eaker, 2008).  Students at the T IIIb 




educators.  The school RtI plan recommended that teachers collaborate with 
other teachers for intervention strategies to adapt to the core curriculum.  However, at the 
T I level there were inconsistent guidelines and structures to promote problem-solving 
and collaborative dialogue.  
Evidence of the Problem from the Professional Literature 
Bandura (1982) found that people undertake and perform with confidence those 
activities that they judge themselves capable of handling.  A sense of agency to complete 
a task well motivates involvement and successful perseverance (Bandura, 1982).  
Similarly, teachers who demonstrate high efficacy for differentiating instruction have a 
sense of ownership and empowerment in making competent instructional decisions, 
which reinforces their beliefs that they make a difference for the students they serve 
(Costa, & Garmston, 1994).  Also, if teachers reflect and refine their practices, make 
responsible instructional decisions based on data, and receive support as they take action, 
they may feel more capable of making an impact through T I differentiation and 
intervention implementation.   
Yet, few researchers have examined the efficacy of the RtI model (Dexter et al., 
2008) focusing on T I core curriculum interventions.  Although efficacy has been well 
documented for the standard protocol approach having a predetermined program and 
individualized or small group instruction, it has not been documented in the general 
education mainstream classroom (Glover, & DiPerna, 2007).  According to Fuchs and 
Deshler (2007), additional research examining the efficacy of T I is warranted across 




An effective RtI approach combines pre-referral interventions with the 
teacher’s capability to implement other early interventions in an effort to reduce 
misidentification of students with learning disabilities (Mellard, & Johnson, 2008).  
Expectations for ongoing, thoughtful assessment and individualized instruction are high 
at the TI level.  Howard (2009) identified responsibilities of teachers within T I.  They are 
expected to do the following:   
• implement a curriculum flexibly, in a way that attends to the needs of all 
students; 
• differentiate instruction using instructional resources that extend beyond what 
core programs typically offer; 
• offer specifically targeted support based on what they learn from classroom-
based assessments; and 
• monitor all students’ progress over time.  
A child’s responsiveness to intervention can be more accurately monitored for 
progress and the intervention plan can be modified if he or she has received T I 
instruction emphasizing integrity and treatment fidelity (Johnston, 2010).   Because the 
teacher is the most important factor in student achievement (Kyzer, 2009), it is essential 
that teachers be provided with research based strategies for intervention instruction.  The 
success of RtI also depends on teachers engaging in thoughtful assessment that leads to 
thoughtful instruction.  Teachers implementing RtI must understand reading acquisition 
and have knowledge of assessments in order to administer appropriate monitoring and 




Yet, through the spring of 2013, teachers at the study school had not 
received specific professional development and training on common instructional 
intervention strategies, the analysis and prioritization of data, or the assessment or 
monitoring of progress.  Classroom teachers were expected to assess, diagnose, and 
provide high-quality, scientific, research-based interventions that met the instructional 
needs of their students (Mask, & McGill, 2010).   
Data from the National Research Center on Learning Disabilities highlight 
unresolved issues important to RtI implementation, teacher effectiveness, and student 
achievement (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007).  These findings caution against moving forward 
with RtI implementation too quickly without understanding the purpose, assessment, 
protocol, and team components of the method.  Scientifically validated instructional 
protocols were specifically linked to the success of RtI.  Assuring fidelity and integrity in 
implementation and treatment strategies and in validated instructional protocols remains a 
challenge.   
Following Hoover (2011), the first course of intervention should be adjusting core 
instruction to better meet the needs of the learners.  Additionally, teachers at the T I level 
provide research-based curriculum, evidence-based interventions, differentiated 
strategies, and monitor progress.  Teachers need preparation in components of RtI, 
including planning of lessons and assessments for the most effective implementation.  If 
teachers have not been prepared to analyze data and provide instructional components of 




effected (Bender, & Shores, 2007; Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2006; Hoover, 2011; 
Mellard, & Johnson, 2008).   
The purpose of my study, therefore, was to identify gaps in practice and gauge 
teacher perceptions of issues regarding the effectiveness of Tier I intervention.  My 
interviews and focus groups with teachers led me to develop specific training focused on 
data analysis and differentiated instruction.  My overarching goal was to provide 
educators with effective Tier I implementation and data-driven decisions in the RtI 
process at the school and within the district. 
Definitions 
In this section I define common vocabulary and terminology that are specific to 
RtI and relevant to my study.  In doing so, I heed Creswell’s (2003) advice that 
researchers define terms so that readers can understand the precise language and 
interpretation used by researchers. 
Accommodation: Any change made to instruction and/or assessments that does 
not change expectations for performance or modify the construct that is being measured 
(No Child Left Behind, 2001; IDEA, 2004; Mellard, & Johnson, 2008). 
Evidence-based practice: Educational practices and instructional strategies that 
are supported by relevant scientific research studies (Allington, 2006; Allington, 2009; 
National Center on Response to Intervention, 2010). 
Efficacy:  The knowledge that one has the capacity to make a competent 





Fidelity/integrity of implementation:  Implementation of an intervention, 
program, or curriculum based on research findings and developers’ specifications 
(Hoover, 2011). 
Individualized education plan (IEP):  A written document that is developed, 
reviewed, and revised in accordance with IDEA (2004), which stipulated that special 
education and related services be specifically designed to meet the unique educational 
needs of a student with a disability. 
Intervention:  Systematic and explicit instruction that is provided to accelerate 
growth in an area of identified need.  Interventions are designed to improve performance 
relative to a specific, measurable goal.  Interventions should be based on valid 
information about current performance and be realistic in terms of implementation; they 
should also include ongoing monitoring of student progress (Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2008; 
McIntosh et al., 2011; Owacki, 2010). 
Interventionist:  General and special general educators who have been specially 
trained to provide interventions (Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2008; McIntosh et al., 2011). 
Learning disability:  An assessment conferred on a child who has been provided 
with age-appropriate learning experiences and instruction but who has not met state-
approved grade-level standards in one or more of the following areas: oral expression, 
listening comprehension, written expression, basic reading skill, reading fluency skills, 
reading comprehension, mathematics calculation, and mathematics problem-solving 




Progress monitoring:  A scientifically based practice that is used to 
assess students’ academic performance and evaluate the effectiveness of instruction.  
Progress monitoring can be implemented with individual students or an entire class.  The 
process is also used to monitor implementation of specific interventions (Hoover, 2011; 
National Center on Response to Intervention, 2010; Owacki, 2010). 
Research-based interventions:  Reliable, trustworthy, valid, and evidence-based 
instructional practices.  Such an intervention might help educators evaluate program 
outcomes (e.g., when a program is used with a particular group of children, the children 
can be expected to make adequate gains in achievement).  Ongoing documentation and 
analysis of student outcomes help to define effective practice.  In the absence of 
evidence, the instruction/intervention must be considered a “best practice” (Allington, 
2006; Allington, 2009; National Center on Response to Intervention, 2010; Hoover, 
2011). 
Response to intervention (RtI):  The provision of high-quality instruction and 
interventions matched to student need, the frequent monitoring of progress in order to 
make changes to instruction or instructional goals, and the use of applying child response 
data in making important educational decisions (Batsche et al., 2006; Owacki, 2010; 
Wright, 2007). 
Special education (SPED):  A common model with three or more tiers that 
delineate levels of instructional interventions based on student skill need (IDEA, 2004; 




Tier I (T I):  High-quality, scientifically based instruction provided in 
the core-curriculum setting.  It is differentiated to meet the needs of students who are 
periodically screened to monitor their progress and provide necessary support (Fuchs, 
Fuchs, & Vaughn, 2008; Vaughn, & Fuchs, 2006; Vellutino et al., 2007, Wright, 2007). 
Tier II (T II):  Increasingly intensive instruction matched to students’ needs on the 
basis of their performance (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Vaughn, 2008; Wright, 2007). 
Tier III (T III):  Intensive, individualized, interventions that are aimed at reducing 
students’ skill deficits and providing remediation of existing problems and preventing 
more severe problems (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Vaughn, 2008; Wright, 2007). 
Universal screening:  A time-efficient screening that is administered three times 
per year to assess students’ current levels of performance in a content or skill area 
(Hoover, 2011; Owacki, 2010). 
Validity:  An indication that an assessment instrument consistently measures what 
it is designed to measure (McIntosh et al., 2011; VanDerHeyden, 2011). 
Significance 
This study was important at the local level because professional development 
support was created to strengthen T1 intervention implementation at the core classroom 
level, potentially decreasing the case load of students in T II, T IIIa, and T IIIb.  The State 
of South Carolina Annual School Report Card showed an increase in students served in 
the study school’s special education program; the proportion of the school’s student 
population in special education programs had increased from 6.2% in 2002 to 9.1% in 




a part-time teacher who was certified to teach learning disabled (LD) students 
were hired in the 2011-2012 school year. They were hired to accommodate the growing 
number of students who were identified as having special instructional needs and 
requiring T IIIb or special education (SPED) level instruction.  At the time, two speech 
teachers, four certified reading interventionists, one English for speakers of other 
languages (ESOL) teacher, one school psychologist, four literacy support personnel, and 
five instructional assistants for special education were on staff to provide interventions 
for students at the T II and T III levels. 
Furthermore, the number of students at this elementary school meeting or 
exceeding state standards on the state-mandated accountability test had decreased (South 
Carolina Department of Education [SCDE], 2001, 2010).  The school did not meet 
adequate yearly progress (AYP) for the 2010-2011 school year due to insufficient 
achievement growth for the students with disabilities who receive IEPs (SCDE, 2011).  
The school received a “C” rating on the state’s 2012 school report card due to insufficient 
growth in student achievement for students on IEPs.  Archival data from the annual state-
mandated school climate survey indicated that the school climate deteriorated during the 
period; one factor was a decline in teacher efficacy in meeting the needs of diverse 
student populations (SCDE, 2010).  
The intent of my project study was to identify gaps and weaknesses in teachers’ 
implementation practices regarding T I interventions. To study the problem, I queried 
general education teachers’ experiences at my study school on their attitudes and 




through data synthesis, reflection, and dialogue strengthen the shared capacity 
to successfully implement RtI (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007).  By understanding teachers’ 
perceptions of their experiences, effectiveness, and needs for effective implementation, 
support can be provided to improve the fidelity and integrity of T I interventions in the 
classroom. Doing so decreases the number of students referred to T II interventions and 
allows more students to remain in the mainstream general education setting.   
 By carefully examining the nature of T I instruction, which has received little 
focus in prior studies, I sought to contribute new insight about RtI implementation.  Many 
researchers have examined the effectiveness, integrity, fidelity, and efficacy of T II and T 
III interventions (Bianco, 2010; Dexter, Hughes, & Farmer, 2008; Glover, & DiPerna, 
2007; Greenfield et al., 2010; Kyzer, 2009; Mastropieri, & Scruggs, 2005; Stuart, 
Rinaldi, & Higgins-Averill, 2011).  My study filled a gap in information related 
specifically to T I interventions being implemented by general education teachers in the 
core curriculum, mainstream classroom setting.  Researchers estimate that the number of 
students at risk for reading difficulties can be reduced by 6%-10% if students are 
provided with consistent, high-quality T I classroom instruction (Denton, Fletcher, 
Anthony, & Francis, 2006).  My study findings suggest that teacher perceived strategies 
and supports are needed to improve the effectiveness of T I interventions within the RtI 
reform effort. 
Guiding/Research Questions 
My purpose in carrying out this project study was to explore the how general 




interventions in an RtI model.  Past researchers have found that quality T I 
interventions decreased the number of students referred for SPED services and increased 
the need for supplemental reading support in the regular education setting for students at 
risk of school failure (Allington, 2009; Berkeley et al., 2009; Farstrup, 2007; Glover, & 
DiPerna, 2007; Johnson, Mellard, Fuchs, & McKnight, 2006; Johnston, 2010; Mellard, & 
Johnson, 2008; Owocki, 2010).  Early interventions support these students and help them 
become strategic readers as they progress in reading accuracy, fluency, and 
comprehension.  Researchers have found that new implementations such as RtI are more 
successful when quality, sustained, professional development opportunities for teachers 
are provided.  The following questions guided my project study: 
1. What are teachers’ perceptions of their own efficacy to provide reading 
interventions given the recent implementation of the RtI model? 
2. How do teachers perceive the training they have received?  Do they perceive it 
as having prepared them to implement T I interventions with fidelity? 
3. What training and/or supports are necessary for teachers to implement T I 
interventions with integrity? 
Review of the Literature 
In this section I review literature related to this project study.  I will present the 
conceptual framework that guides the study along with theoretical perspectives related to 
RtI, T I interventions, and teacher perceptions.  Current research of training, tiered 
interventions, implementation of interventions, intervention fidelity, and perceptions of 




reviewed literature in connection to my project study.  My review will end with 
a summary of how saturation of literature regarding the topic was reached. 
I used numerous research databases, including Education Research Complete, 
ERIC, ProQuest Central, SAGE, and Academic Search Premier, to conduct an in depth 
literature review.  My preliminary search terms were Response to Intervention, Tier I 
interventions, and Teacher Efficacy.  My search for citations related to Response to 
Intervention generated more than 1,000 journals articles and books.  I subsequently 
narrowed my search to only include full text, scholarly (peer reviewed) articles from 
2000 to 2011.  My search for citations related to Tier 1 interventions and teacher efficacy 
produced a more limited list of sources.  I also used differentiation and teacher 
effectiveness with Response to Intervention to generate a more versed compilation of 
resources.  I reviewed studies until saturation was reached indicating replicated ideas and 
reported study results. 
Conceptual Framework Related to the Problem 
Teachers and students engage in active problem solving to build knowledge.  
Learners construct new meaning through critical thinking and applying experiences of 
prior skill sets.  Teachers using a constructivist framework design student-centered 
lessons focusing on problem solving, inquiry, higher order thinking, independent 
thinking, and application to construct meaning of concepts and ideas (Schweitzer & 
Stephenson, 2008).  Constructivist methods guide learners through questioning, 




Yet, teachers who are inadequately trained or have fewer opportunities 
for collaboration may not be as successful in providing student-centered lessons. These 
differences relate to the construction of T I interventions by the classroom teacher in the 
RtI process.  I believe that more specific training and knowledge of RtI is necessary.  
Teachers come to the classroom with various skillsets and abilities with regard to 
teaching students with learning disabilities, using multiple teaching strategies, motivating 
diverse learners with different abilities and backgrounds, and making sound instructional 
decisions to meet the needs of students (Corbell, Osbourne, & Reiman, 2010).  Teachers 
who effectively implement RtI take induction-level knowledge and create a framework to 
deconstruct lesson plans in an attempt to identify methods of differentiation while 
incorporating best practice to meet the needs of all learners (Harris, & Sparkman, 2009; 
McEneaney, Lose, & Schwartz, 2006).  While teachers have more scripted protocols to 
follow in implementing T II and T III interventions, they must construct and apply 
various instructional decisions and strategies to differentiate instruction in T I of the RtI 
model.  Teachers at the T I level adjust instruction to match the needs of each student in 
intervention.  This decision making is responsive and reflective of the progress students 
make toward learning.     
Professional partnerships and dialogue foster teachers’ ability to stay aligned and 
abreast of current and effective instructional trends in education.  Such collaboration is 
also required to calibrate progress measurements used in T I.  Educators providing 
intervention of T I need opportunities to address questions.  Cambourne (2001) argued 




in theory-to-practice processes. In addition, Brock and Boyd (2011) argued that 
underlying beliefs (both examined and unexamined) about language, literacy, and 
learning undergird effective instructional practices and decisions.  Cambourne (2001) 
also suggested that learners need to construct meaning and knowledge individually by 
reflecting on their own assumptions and knowledge and that this should be done 
collaboratively through dialogue.  This suggestion directly relates to teachers as learners, 
including their role in the RtI context.  With proper training and carefully selected 
execution of content, teachers and students can reflect on their work and become 
independent thinkers, both of which are goals of constructivism (Schweitzer, & 
Stephenson, 2008).   
According to the constructivist model supported by Piaget (1971), Vygotsky 
(1978), Dewey (1938), and Cambourne (2001), teachers benefit from being in learning 
settings that deliberately and consciously go beyond mere how-to professional 
development.  Johnston (2010) argued effective implementation of T I intervention 
requires increasingly expert teachers collecting instructionally useful data on each student 
as well as their own teaching, and constructing useful instruction and productive, 
purposeful discourse.  Through specific, differentiated professional development, the 
focus can be on effective instruction, prevention models, and the development of teacher 
expertise and efficacy.  Schools must be able to provide a strong learning community for 
both children and for teachers (Johnston, 2010).  The constructivist view challenges 
school leaders to reevaluate their approach to professional development as it relates to 




included professional development and systemic intervention to reveal the 
significance of effective instructional training and teacher expertise in the context of RtI.  
Bandura (1982) argued that self-referent thought mediates the relationship between 
knowledge and action.  He also found that competent models teach effective strategies for 
new or challenging experiences even through observation (Bandura, 1982).  Therefore, 
effective training may improve teacher efficacy by increasing agency and expectations 
when teachers then judge that they, too, possess the capabilities to implement 
interventions in the manner they were researched and validated.   
National Perspectives on RtI and Tier I Interventions 
Training.   Training and support are provided to teachers in many ways.  The 
focus of these trainings is varied and generally relates to district or school initiatives.  In a 
survey conducted by the International Reading Association (2008) with attendees of their 
annual convention,  75% of respondents ranked RtI and T I interventions as hot topics in 
education.  The USDE (2011) provided additional support and training opportunities for 
RtI implementation through Race to the Top grants.  These grants were awarded to states 
initiating effective educational reform.  Although South Carolina was not awarded this 
grant in the initial application process, the state made it to the second round of the 
selection process in 2009 and was a finalist in 2010.  However, the newly elected state 
superintendent of education and governor did not reapply for the funding during the call 
for applications in 2011, declining the opportunity to receive federal resources to support 




At the same time, the State Department of Education has provided 
general guidelines for RtI implementation; however, there are still no widely accepted 
standard for how assessments and interventions should be implemented and monitored at 
the local district and school level.  The study school’s RtI plan identified universal 
screening measures and progress monitoring for T II and T III, but it did not identify 
specific progress monitoring or results indicators at the T I level.  This lack of specificity 
illustrates the paucity of scientific evidence to guide schools in their implementation of 
RtI, especially at the T I core curriculum level (Scanlon & Sweeney, 2008).  Research is 
only useful when practitioners are sufficiently trained to effectively use the findings in 
their practice; practitioners also must be given adequate support to sustain the research-
based implementation (Danielson, Doolittle, & Bradley, 2007). 
Therefore, I studied teacher preparation practices to assess teacher knowledge of 
reading process and how it affects students’ reading within the context of RtI 
implementation.  In doing so, I explored the degree to which South Carolina’s required 
reading programs prepared educators to understand essential components of reading, key 
concepts of RtI, and opportunities for applying these components and concepts through 
lesson planning, delivery, and assessment routines (McCombes-Tolis & Spear-Swerling, 
2011).  I found that a majority of preparation programs in the state did not address 
essential components of reading as identified by the National Reading Panel.  Programs 
did not include requirements for candidates to demonstrate lesson planning and 
assessment for any specific components of reading or RtI throughout their practicum or 




unacceptable textbooks as rated by the National Center for Teacher Quality 
(McCombes-Tolis & Spear-Swerling, 2011).  Knowing which competencies to assess, 
having sound strategies for assessing them, and knowing how to match instruction with 
demonstrated needs are at the heart of the successful RtI classroom (Allington, 2009).  
Also, instructional competency impacts intervention delivery at the T I level. 
Tier I Interventions.  The three-tiered model most commonly referred to in 
research and practice begins with T I reading interventions in the general education 
classroom setting.  T I intervention is preventive and proactive in remediating academic 
difficulties (Batsche et al., 2006).  It entails universal screenings, benchmark assessments, 
interventions, and progress monitoring for students having difficulty in class (Berkeley et 
al., 2009).  By having an additional interventionist provide more structured strategies, T 
II intervention provides additional interventions for students not progressing in T I by T 
III provides the most intense interventions, which are usually implemented by special 
education teachers and staff (Wright, 2007).   
Because of the need for increased intensity and further individualization and 
diversification of intervention at the T III level, educational experts have developed two 
approaches of T III.  T IIIa generally consists of similar interventions as offered in T II. 
But, it has been modified by increasing time, decreasing group size, or slowing 
instructional pace.  T IIIb is a core curriculum replacement that is offered by a special 
educator for a specific identified learning disability.  T IIIb includes an IEP created to 
specifically meet the instructional needs of the student.  Specific to T I, differentiated 




teacher (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007; Hoover, 2011; Mask & McGill, 2010; Mellard 
& Johnson, 2008; Scanlon & Sweeney, 2008).  T I instruction involves typical classroom 
instruction with adaptations and differentiation which require minimal resources and 
modifications to implement.  T I interventions become part of the daily core reading 
curriculum.  Researchers suggested 80% of students are successful with high quality T I 
preventative, pro-active supports and interventions provided through differentiation in the 
general education setting without needing supplemental pull-out interventions (Allington, 
2009; Fuchs & Deshler, 2007; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008; Johnson, Mellard, Fuchs, & 
McKnight, 2006).  Students in T I should receive instruction that prepares them for 
literacy application and literate activities they will encounter in future schooling and in 
life. 
T I interventions are based on scientific reading research revolving around the 
National Reading Panel (2000) report.  The intervention instruction at T I is delivered 
through a core-reading program (Justice, 2006).  Effective implementation of 
interventions focusing on phonemic awareness, phonics, comprehension, fluency, and 
vocabulary have proven successful in T I research to date (Allington, 2006; Allington, 
2007; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Vaughn, 2008; Howard, 2009; Vaughn & Fuchs, 2006; Vellutino 
et al., 2007). 
Students needing intervention supports are identified through universal screeners.  
At the T I level, all students are screened to determine their response and achievement 
with general classroom instruction (Mellard & Johnson, 2008).  Students determined at-




receive modified or differentiated instruction in the general education 
classroom (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008; Gersten et al., 2008).  Student progress is monitored to 
measure their response to interventions and to determine which students are not 
responding and in need of further instructional support.  Literature suggested it is 
essential for students to receive high quality instruction in their regular education 
classroom that is research-based and that general education teachers implement scientific, 
research-based interventions to address students who have been identified as having 
difficulty (Porter, 2008). 
Implementation of Interventions.  Many approaches to RtI are addressed in the 
current literature and it is implemented in different degrees across the United States 
(Berkeley et al., 2009; Duffy & Scala, 2012; Martinez & Young, 2011; Wehby et al., 
2010).  Schools cannot determine that a student has a reading problem without the 
student previously being exposed to quality instruction (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008).  Effective 
T I intervention may lessen the referrals and identification of special education and 
increase achievement for these student subgroups, (Hall, 2008).  With the reauthorization 
of the IDEA (2004), schools may use RtI data rather than a traditional discrepancy 
formula mode as part of the process for determining eligibility for special education 
services.  Systematic implementation and monitoring determines the need for further 
research-based instruction and/or intervention in general education, special education, or 
both (Denton et al., 2006; RtI Action Network, 2009).  Clay (1987) asserted many 
children identified as learning disabled in reading qualified for this classification because 




Howard (2009) suggested approximately 80% of the student population is 
expected to show adequate growth within the core curriculum if T I interventions are 
effectively implemented.  It is imperative that interventions are reliable, accurate, and 
easy to implement.  The RtI process is more likely to be unsuccessful if the educators are 
weak at selecting, organizing, and delivering the interventions (Daly, Martens, Barnett, 
Witt, & Olson, 2007). 
Implementation research is focused on putting theory into practice (Hollenbeck, 
2007).  Brain-based learning, multiple intelligences, and even direct instruction are 
necessary to differentiate lessons and determine skill acquisition.  Teachers use their own 
schema to construct effective implementation of interventions at the T I level.  However, 
needs of some students exceed what the general education teacher is able to effectively 
address and neither the student nor teacher is provided supports to address these needs 
(Cooter & Cooter, 2004).  Because of lack of training, teachers are ill-prepared to 
implement the tiered reading intervention strategies in the regular education classroom 
(American Federation of Teachers, 2004; Walsh, Glaser, & Wilcox, 2006).  Mastropieri 
and Scruggs (2005) explored issues of implementing RtI, arguing that the RtI model 
needs to be fully operationalized before barriers to implementation can be removed.  The 
reliability and validity of the decision-making process identifying appropriate 
instructional interventions is an issue with the RtI process (Otaiba et al., 2011).  One 
descriptive study found general educators identified needing improvement in the areas of 
using data to write measurable goals, and utilizing consistent progress monitoring data 




Teachers must deconstruct data from universal screeners and formative 
classroom assessments to decide which interventions are needed and then plan how to 
apply these interventions before actual implementation can begin.  
Students are actively engaged in lessons through a variety of culturally responsive 
strategies when teachers effectively use the constructivist method.  Hoover (2011) 
challenged educators to consider the cultural responsiveness of T I instruction for diverse 
struggling readers, arguing the need to blend quantitative and qualitative data in 
instructional decision-making.  Data from universal screeners provide information 
regarding a student’s strengths and weaknesses, and indicates that some change is 
needed; however, it does not specify the particular instructional elements to change.  
Background experiences or schema in the content area, language proficiency, motivation 
to learn, and higher level thinking and reasoning abilities are considered when planning 
appropriate intervention and instructional modalities to reach diverse learners within the 
general education setting (Hoover, 2011).  Teachers use data to determine which students 
need intervention; however, they must also discern which interventions are appropriate to 
meet the specific needs of the learner and then construct effective instructional practices 
to implement.        
There is considerable diversity with regards to how this approach is 
operationalized in schools (Scanlon & Sweeney, 2008).  The guidelines set forth by the 
state, district, and school administration varies.  Components of RtI are inconsistent and 
unclear from state to state and even building to building within the same district 




in RtI practices (Jenkins et al., 2012; Mellard et al., 2009, 2010).  In a study of 
62 elementary schools from 17 states, teachers indicated that while core curriculum at the 
TI level was provided through commercial reading programs providing opportunities for 
differentiation through small group reading instruction, 20% of respondents indicated 
differentiation was inconsistent in the core curriculum (Jenkins et al., 2012).  Teachers at 
this school meet weekly as a grade level team and are encouraged to plan collaboratively 
and discuss data.  While time to meet is provided weekly, structure and format of the 
meetings are left to the discretion of the team.  This autonomy may lead to varying 
degrees of intervention strategy sharing and results analysis.  T I instruction provides the 
foundation for the success of RtI (Gersten et al., 2008).  Educators are anxious to 
implement the interventions with fidelity but lack significant research findings and data 
to support achievement gains associated with the RtI model (Dexter, Hughes, & Farmer, 
2008).  Budgetary issues related to professional development, personnel, and 
supplemental materials are also different from school to school within the same district.   
Intervention Fidelity.  It is imperative that interventions are reliable, accurate, 
and easy to implement.  The integrity of curricula and assessments can be affected by the 
deviation from intended procedures.  Evaluating the adequacy of classroom interventions 
before determining if more intense supplemental interventions are needed is essential.  
Porter (2008) suggested that fidelity measures be completed to determine if the 
intervention was implemented as intended and with consistency.  Hoover (2011) 
recommended evidence exists to confirm proper implementation of instruction and 




choice of intervention affects the level of procedural implementation and 
quality of intervention (Wehby et al., 2010).  Abbott and Wills (2012) argued the quality 
of implementation of instruction and intervention is critical to successful student 
outcomes and should be evaluated but separate of traditional job performance 
evaluations.  Teacher fidelity is important for all staff involved to follow the prescribed 
procedures and reliably use fidelity measures such as observation checklists (Abbott & 
Wills, 2012).  Fidelity of intervention implementation was observed by Denton et al. 
(2006) to monitor consistency, integrity, and quality of T II and T IIIa instruction.  
Lessons were rated according to the presence or absence of monitoring student 
performance, providing timely feedback throughout the lesson, use of appropriate pacing, 
and communicating clear expectations for the students.  A 5-point Likert-type scale was 
used to rate the degree the teacher or interventionist followed procedures, corrected 
errors, and scaffold or retaught skills as necessary.  Denton et al.  (2006) argued that 
fidelity protocol needed to be monitored and observed systematically to ensure 
interventions were implemented according to their specifications in all tiers.    Hoover 
(2011) also argued the fidelity of T I interventions be confirmed through a variety of 
methods such as co-teaching, observations, work samples, interviews, and videotaping of 
lessons.  Bianco (2010) conducted a qualitative case study and found it necessary to 
include purposeful mechanisms to enhance data-driven instruction in order to effectively 
monitor fidelity of RtI implementation in one school district.  The researcher found 
school wide structures such as student intervention tracking forms, reading coaches, and 




the RtI model.  VanDerHeyden (2011) also argued the importance of 
classification agreement analyses for quantifying effectiveness of various decision 
models.  The researcher offered critical analysis of positive and negative predictive 
power estimates.  The findings presented in this study encourage practitioners to examine 
and refine their current RtI decision models.  These strategies to monitor and evaluate 
interventions can assist in program validity and implementation fidelity.  Teachers 
providing T I interventions can reflect on feedback provided through monitoring 
strategies as presented in these research studies. 
Perceptions of Reform.  RtI is unique as a federal policy in that it allows for 
teacher judgment within the context of the reform effort.  The interpretation and 
flexibility of RtI utilizes local decision making, even down to the individual classroom 
level, combined with federal structures.  The intent behind RtI is providing federal policy 
which can be disseminated by teachers closest to their students, allowing teachers to 
make appropriate intervention and assessment decisions (Fletcher & Vaughn, 2009; & 
Hollenbeck, 2007).   
 Teachers’ perceptions are rarely considered before, during, or after school 
reform initiatives.  Teachers play important roles in the implementation of reform efforts, 
however, their perceptions are seldom presented when determining effectiveness of the 
school reform (Darling-Hammond, 2009).  Hargreaves (2007) identified personality, 
personal development, age, career stage, generational identity, and attachment as critical 
variables associated with teachers’ perceptual reactions to educational change and 




Greenfield, Rinaldi, Proctor and Cardarelli (2010) investigated teachers’ 
perceptions of school-wide change in the context of RtI implementation models.  
Identifying potential success and challenges by looking at teacher perceptions can assist 
others in adopting and implementing the RtI reform.  Greenfield et al. (2010) found 
monitoring progress of interventions was taking place in their study samples, but teachers 
reported not knowing what to do if the intervention was not working.  The teachers in the 
study also reported knowing that changes to their instructional practices needed to occur, 
but not knowing how to do so because they were unable to identify specific instructional 
practices and who should receive which instructional intervention (Greenfield et al,. 
2010).  Teachers in the study also reported a desire for more time to process data to make 
appropriate intervention or problem-solving decisions; both special educators and general 
education teachers identified the need for more data and collaboration for better-informed 
instructional decision-making.  Federal guidelines offer limited direction regarding how 
RtI should be implemented.  This study reported teachers have concerns regarding 
implementation of this effort and their role in the change.  The majority of participants in 
the study reported confusion of actual implementation, understanding of content 
knowledge associated with RtI, analysis of progress monitoring data to inform 
instruction, and accessibility to sustained professional development by those who 
delivered interventions across all tiers of instruction (Greenfield et al., 2010). 
Stuart, Rinaldi, and Higgins-Averill (2011) also studied teachers’ perspectives of 
an RtI implantation model.  Their study showed limited efficacy of progress monitoring 




reported concerns for the time required to monitor student progress, how it 
would be collected, what data would be collected, and who would collect the data.  
Participants in the study shared concern for balancing the collection of assessment data 
and instructional responsibilities.  Data from the study showed participants had concerns 
of accountability for performing interventions and how to collaborate (Stuart, Rinaldi, & 
Higgins-Averill, 2011).  In year one, teachers did not feel in control of the way in which 
RtI was implemented.  Teacher perceptions of their ability to influence positive learning 
outcomes can lead to a greater sense of efficacy, empowerment, and autonomy.  When 
participants perceive benefits, they are more likely take on challenges associated with 
reform, thus building capacity for sustainability (Stuart, Rinaldi, & Higgins-Averill, 
2011).  Such change can be achieved through mutual effort of those who possess 
knowledge of personal efficacy, a sense of collective efficacy, appropriate skills, and the 
perseverance to shape the direction of learning environments (Bandura, 1982).  
Collective efficacy can shape social change.  Teachers can be the catalyst agents of 
change. 
Challenges of RTI.  The National Assessment of Educational Progress (2009) 
reported that of the students who qualify for free and reduced lunch, only 17% of fourth 
grade students were proficient or better in reading, and only 44% of fourth graders in 
non-free/reduced lunch categories were proficient or above in reading across the United 
States.  Schools are finding the need for reading intervention is greater than the personnel 
capacity; too many students need strong, individualized interventions.  Systematic change 




time and often a cultural paradigm shift among involved personnel (Abbott & 
Wills, 2012; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008; Johnston, 2010).  Porter (2008) shared concerns that 
too little are known about the challenges that schools face when implementing an RtI 
model. 
RtI assessment models determine if students are responsive or non-responsive to 
different tiers of intervention based on variously established achievement criteria.  IDEA 
allows data derived from RtI processes to be used in lieu of intelligence versus 
achievement discrepancy evaluations (Lujan, Love, & Collins, 2008).  McKenzie (2010) 
argued that the lack of full evaluation, including intelligence testing, heightens the 
probability of false negatives when identifying students with learning disabilities.  He 
explained gifted students who perform at or above average academically may be 
incorrectly judged as responsive, yet they may be gifted with a learning disability that 
goes undiagnosed.  Average achievement for students who are capable of performing 
significantly higher, slip through the cracks of the RtI process (McKenzie, 2010).  The 
awareness of the diagnostic limitations of RtI paired with increased understanding of 
students with coexisting cognitive talent and learning disability may lessen this challenge 
of RtI.  McKenzie (2010) encouraged educators to allow RtI assessments and traditional 
evaluations to complement each other in meeting all of the instructional needs of 
individuals.   
Implications 
The purpose of this study was to address the needs of general educators 




provided explanation of the benefits of an RtI model implementing strategic T I 
interventions.  This study added to the current literature by examining teacher perceptions 
in effective implementation of interventions in the regular education setting.  As 
illustrated by the literature review there is varied information regarding the processes 
schools use to implement RtI as well as the overall perceptions of RtI.  Information, 
evidence, and support in current literature is more specific for T II and T III 
interventions, while the  focus of the study is regarding implementation of effective T I 
interventions.  The benefits of training and sustained professional development when 
implementing new initiatives were supported in literature, however, effective T I 
intervention implementation is yet to be thoroughly explored. While the 80% of students 
should have success in reading achievement, the research did not specify how teachers 
are to successfully provide these T I interventions.  Further research was needed to 
provide guidance in the area of training and professional development for T I intervention 
implementation in an RtI model.  Given that RtI is in its infancy at the school, this study 
examined how school personnel perceived the process.  Based on the results and 
observations, suggestions were made for a professional development framework related 
to literacy best practices, data analysis, differentiated instruction and assessments, data-
driven decisions, data teaming, and tiered instruction.  Results of the study were used to 
consider development, adjustment, and refinement of the current RtI model.  Implications 





The local problem that prompted this study was explained including rationale, 
significance, and special terms associated with the educational problem.  A review of the 
literature was presented to support the problem.  T I intervention instruction received 
little focus in prior research studies.  The degree to which differentiated instruction of 
core curriculum is implemented impacts student success in reading.  Teacher perceptions 
of T I implementation were investigated, with the anticipation that well-implemented 
intervention instruction is strengthened through specific training and professional 
development opportunities, thus supporting student growth in reading.  Investigating the 
experiences of these teachers is central to refining practices within the RtI process at this 




Section 2: The Methodology 
Introduction 
 Although researchers in the field of education have defined characteristics of 
effective RtI models, they have not adequately determined the appropriate format, 
necessary training and methods for implementation of such models.  My study addresses 
the limited training available to teachers on the implementation of T I interventions in the 
RtI process.  Stake (1995) argued that a case study is intended to examine the 
complexities of a single case and to observe the interactions within its context. Using this 
approach, I selected a suburban elementary school in one district in South Carolina for 
analysis. To gain a better understanding of general educators’ experiences with T I in the 
RtI framework, I gathered data from a questionnaire and follow-up, individual interviews 
with teachers.  I sought to gather information and perceptions from teachers regarding 
implementation of T I interventions, progress monitoring, and the use of data analysis to 
inform instructional decisions.   
Research Design and Approach 
In his section, I will describe the research methodology that I used to investigate 
the following research questions:   
1. What are teachers’ perceptions of their own efficacy to provide T I reading 
interventions given the recent implementation of the RtI model? 
2. How do teachers perceive the training they have received? Do they perceive it 




3. What training and/or supports are necessary for teachers to 
implement T I interventions with integrity? 
In posing my research questions, I sought to better understand RtI as a social 
phenomenon and consider its implications for teaching and learning.  I focused on fidelity 
in RtI implementation by examining the experiences of individual teachers involved with 
T I interventions to illustrate the unique case, or bounded system, at my study school.   
Within the qualitative method framework there are several options for conducting 
research.  Creswell (2003) suggested that researchers choose among five possibilities: 
narrative, phenomenological, ethnography, case study, and grounded theory.  An 
ethnographic study is similar to a case study in that it uses thick, rich descriptions of a 
phenomenon (Lodico et al., 2010).  However, an ethnographic study is designed to study 
a cultural group over a long period.  The phenomenological study is also similar to a case 
study in that it allows the researcher to learn of particular phenomenon through the eyes 
of participants (Creswell, 2008).  This methodology requires the researcher to study the 
subjects for an extensive period of time.  Due to the time constraints necessary, 
ethnographic and phenomenological research strategies would not be appropriate for this 
particular project study.  Grounded theory designs require that the researcher theorize the 
research problem through the viewpoints of participants (Creswell, 2008).  Because I was 
not trying to develop a theory, I deemed this method inappropriate for my study. 
The case study method is used to intensively analyze and describe a person or a 
group of people who are bounded by a phenomenon in space and time (Hancock & 




the same school.  Data are gathered through multiple sources to study the 
particularity and complexity within important circumstances (Creswell, 2008; Lodico et 
al., 2010; Stake, 1995).   
I administered a questionnaire survey (see Appendix C) to 26 certified classroom 
teachers in my study school to gauge their attitudes, perceptions, and population 
characteristics.  Using a questionnaire with questions based on a Likert type scale, I was 
able to assess teachers’ confidence and sense of efficacy with the RtI process of T 1 
development, implementation, and monitoring.  I analyzed these questions descriptively 
by noting the frequency of responses for each item.   
Following Creswell’s (2008) advice, I then conducted follow-up interviews with a 
subsample of teachers who completed the questionnaire survey (see Appendix D) to 
further explore questionnaire data.  I further investigated the research questions through 
follow up individual interviews based on demographic data including a mix of perceived 
confidence levels with the implementation of the RtI process.  I followed systematic steps 
in transcribing and coding interview responses to place responses into categories and 
themes (Lodico et al., 2010).  I then produced a descriptive narrative. 
Context of the Study 
The suburban elementary school that I used for my study is located 15 miles from 
the South Carolina State Capitol.  The physical school, built in 1935 along the railroad 
tracks for which the town was established in 1890, is important in that it conveys the 
history and culture of the growing community of over 12,000 residents.  The school in 




kindergarten through fifth grade students, and it includes the district’s only self-
contained special education program for ED students.  Of the 62 staff members, 51 are 
certified educators, and 26 of these certified educators provide T I core curriculum 
interventions and progress monitoring.    
Role of the Researcher 
I have taught students from numerous cultural backgrounds and varying levels of 
academic needs across content areas.  I have developed an appreciation and passion for 
serving students who need extra support in literacy.  I was employed as a fifth grade 
general education teacher for the school represented in this study from 2000-2012.  For 
the 2012-2013 school years, I worked as a reading interventionist serving kindergarten 
through fifth grade students with T2 interventions.  For the 2014-2015 school year, I 
worked as a reading coach.  All of these positions have been at the same school and the 
district represented where I still serve as a reading coach.  I have no supervisory or 
evaluative role over colleagues in these positions.     
I have built rapport with teachers in a variety of roles through my years of 
experience at the school in this study.  In carrying out my study, I heeded Yin’s (2009) 
advice that researchers obtain multiple sources of evidence, create a case study database, 
and maintain a chain of evidence.  As previously discussed, I developed a questionnaire, 
interview questions, and an interview protocol and, therefore, obtained multiple sources 
of evidence.  As the researcher in this study, I was charged with developing these 
instruments, collecting data, analyzing the findings, and safely storing data. (I will 




As Creswell (2003) noted, it is essential that researchers avoid 
introducing their own bias, values, and interests into study findings.  By remaining in the 
role of the researcher for this study, I strove to disregard my personal feelings toward 
intervention while interpreting data.  I addressed issues of reflexivity and subjectivity by 
reflecting on my relationships and experiences with participants and my own 
involvement in the RtI process to sensitize myself to personal prejudices throughout the 
data collection and analysis process.  I remained open-minded and reflected on my biases 
in order to focus solely on the data collected.  While I do not have any supervisory roles 
or evaluative responsibilities with the research participants, I do know them on a collegial 
basis and work with many of their students through T2 pull-out intervention programs.  I 
also work in many of their classrooms providing demonstration lessons and collaborative 
planning.   
Participants 
I selected participants based on their knowledge and familiarity with RtI and T I 
interventions (Lodico et al., 2010).  According to Lodico et al. (2010), purposeful 
sampling provides vital, firsthand information essentially connected to the study.  Deeper 
inquiry per individual is required due to few participants in the purposeful sample.  The 
use of purposeful and convenience sampling techniques led me to select 26 accessible 
and proximate participants, all of whom are certified general education classroom 
teachers and currently provide T I interventions in their core curriculum.  Each 
participant has specific knowledge of RtI and T1 and has attended required professional 




professional development trainings and workshops, through Spring 2014, was 
specific to RtI implementation or to the challenges of T I interventions for classroom 
teachers.)  I emailed teachers a link to complete the electronic survey questionnaire.   
A representative sample was selected for the follow-up interview from the initial 
survey questionnaire respondents.  Variables that focused the sample for follow-up 
interviews included demographic data such as years of experience and current role in the 
RtI process, as well as mixed level of comfort and perceived confidence with the RtI 
process.  I selected survey questionnaire participants who share perceptions of most and 
least confidence for this purposeful subsample follow-up interview. 
Ethical Treatment of Participants  
Participation in the study was voluntary.  No prospective participant was coerced 
into participating through any means. As Lodico et al. (2010) observed, the researcher 
has an ethical responsibility to protect participants and the profession throughout the 
research process (Lodico et al., 2010).  I successfully completed the Web-based training 
course “Protecting Human Research Participants” through the National Institutes of 
Health, Office of Extramural Research.  Accordingly, I provided each participant with a 
letter of consent addressing their rights and how I would minimize harm to them.  I 
promised confidentiality to all participants.  To that end, I assigned each participant a 
code so that his or her actual name does not appear on any documents.  I marked all 
questionnaires, interviews, and transcripts with participant codes and did not include any 




in a locked file cabinet inside a locked closet in my home office; I will destroy 
all data after five years. 
I requested and received permission from all institutions and individuals involved 
in the study through letters of participation and consent.  Permission was obtained from 
school and district administrators, the district research review board, as well as Walden 
University’s Institutional Review Board (Walden University institutional review board 
approval number 06-30-14-0172640)  prior to any research being conducted to ensure 
safety, proper procedures, and that participants were not harmed.    
Data Collection 
Data collection began after informed consent was obtained from all participants.  I 
sent an initial invitation and consent form to participants’ personal e-mail addresses.  
When participants replied to the initial invitation and consent, the survey questionnaire 
link was shared with them.  Creswell (2008) discussed several guidelines for data 
collection that were followed.  I created the survey instrument (see Appendix C) used for 
the initial portion of the study after reviewing and adapting perception surveys such as 
the Florida Problem Solving/RtI (PS/RTI) Project Perceptions of Practices (2012) and 
Perceptions of RtI Skills surveys (2012).  No questions were copied from these surveys, 
but I studied these surveys to analyze the design of their questions in getting at 
respondents’ perceptions.  These published surveys were created through a collaborative 
project between the Florida Department of Education and the University of South 
Florida.  They are available for educational purposes, and I utilized their format to help 




associated with T1 implementation, planning, and progress monitoring.  
Portions of the National Center on Response to Intervention (NCRtI) Essential 
Components Integrity Worksheet (ECIW) (2011) survey questionnaire were also 
reviewed as a model for questionnaire development in this study.  This document was 
produced under the USDE, Office of Special Education Programs.  This document is 
public domain and authorization to reproduce it in whole or in part, for noncommercial 
purposes has been granted in writing, and permission to reprint the publication is not 
necessary.  These instruments were only used to guide the researcher in developing valid 
and reliable questionnaire questions to address the research questions.  Technical 
adequacy and evidence of content and construct validity were provided (Florida PS/RTI, 
2012).  The common factor analysis of the instrument as indicated by an Educator Expert 
Validation Panel suggested the PS/RTI perceptions of practices survey taps into educator 
perceptions of the extent to which RtI practices are occurring in two domains:  academic 
content and behavior content.  The results of the common factor analysis of the PS/RTI 
perceptions of RtI skills survey taps into educator perceived skills in three domains:  
applying RtI skills to academic content, behavior content, and skills in manipulating data 
and using technology to assist in data-based decision-making.  Internal consistency 
reliability for all five factors yielded by the factor analysis of the two surveys exceeded 
the .70 threshold typically used (Florida PS/RTI, 2012).  The NCRtI Essential 
Components Integrity Worksheet survey questionnaire was developed in partnership with 




The instrument has been used in previous research and is reliable and valid 
(NCRtI, 2011).   
I assessed the validity and reliability of the survey created for this study through 
content validity comparison of the created questionnaire with the published versions 
studied.  To establish validity, I asked myself:  Is the questionnaire measuring what it is 
intending to measure; is it appropriate for the content and sample population; and is it 
comprehensive enough to collect information related to the purpose of the study while 
still connecting directly to the research questions in this study?  To establish reliability of 
questionnaire questions, internal consistency of wording in Likert type scales was used.  I 
conducted an internal consistency reliability analysis using the data collected to ensure 
that questions that propose to measure the same general construct produce similar scores. 
For example, if a teacher agreed with a high level of confidence based upon support 
given on one indicator and disagreed with low level of intervention implementation 
support, then this indicated good internal consistency.  This consistency analysis is 
reported in the results portion of this section.  The same survey questionnaire questions 
were administered to every participant.  These measures were taken to enhance the 
quality of research in this study.   
These questionnaire surveys were administered in the participants’ natural setting 
via personal e-mail.  The follow-up interviews (see Appendix D) used to gather more in-
depth, rich qualitative data took place in an informal setting either face-to-face or over 
the telephone.  Audio recording of the interview were used as participants granted 




the research and informed participants of how the information gathered would 
be used.  Participants’ identities will remain confidential.   
Initial data was collected through individual survey questionnaires to the sample.  
Questionnaires allowed participants to answer on their own time schedule; therefore rich 
data was collected with limited time constraints (Johnson & Christensen, 2008).  
Participants were informed they could request clarification regarding questions 
throughout the completion of the questionnaire by contacting the researcher via e-mail or 
telephone.  Participants were invited to take the survey questionnaire through their 
personal e-mail address in the late summer of 2014.  I asked participants to complete the 
survey in a two week time period.  Once permission was received, teachers were sent a 
link to Survey Monkey to complete the survey individually prior to the third full year of 
RtI implementation.  Survey Monkey is convenient and provides aggregated data 
according to raw scores of participants.  The questionnaire responses answered how 
teachers perceive their own efficacy to meet the needs of students with intervention given 
the recent implementation of the RtI model; how teachers perceive the training they have 
received to prepare them to implement T1 interventions with fidelity; and what training 
and/or supports teachers perceive necessary for them to implement T1 interventions with 
integrity.  Twenty six certified classroom teachers submitted the survey electronically 
upon completion. 
From that survey questionnaire sample, a purposeful representative sample was 
selected for open ended individual follow up interviews.  The variables used to select 




perceived levels of most and least comfort and confidence with implementation 
of the RtI process.  Interview questions inquired deeper explanation of participants’ role 
in T1 differentiation, their perceptions of training and support, their experiences with 
progress monitoring and data analysis, and their perceptions of their effectiveness in 
meeting students’ needs.  The interview questions can be found in Appendix D.  
Individual interviews of the teacher participants were conducted to gather data about 
perceptions of how and why support and resources assist with T I intervention 
implementation and progress monitoring.  With permission, all 12 follow up interviews 
were audio-recorded electronically for accuracy.  I took notes on an interview protocol 
form (see Appendix D) while participants responded to open ended interview questions.  
At the conclusion of the interview I asked if participants had anything else they would 
like to add to allow them to add rich data that may not have been gathered through my 
prepared open-ended and follow-up questions.  Transcripts and analysis were shared with 
the participants, but no changes were suggested by the participants.     
Data Analysis 
The questionnaire data results provided a picture of the research problem while 
the follow up interview data refined and explained that general picture.  Questionnaire 
data was analyzed to identify trends and perceptions.  I grouped the results based on years 
of experience and role within the RtI process.   
Overall, 26 teachers responded to the questionnaire survey (see Table 1).  Of those 
26, four had 0-5 year(s) of experience, six had 6-10 years of experience, four had 11-15 




experience, none had 26-30 years of experience, and one had 30+ years of 
teaching experience.  This demographic data was used as an indicator for the interviews. 
Table 1 
Participant Years of Experience   
Years of teaching 
experience 
Number of  
Participants 
0-5  4 
6-10  6 
11-15  4 
16-20  7 
21-25 4 
26-30  0 






The aggregated data of trends and demographics based upon frequency of 
response were as follows:  of the four teachers with 0-5 years of experience, two were 
comfortable and two were somewhat comfortable with the RtI process (see Figure 1), one 
reported limited professional development for specific development and monitoring of T1 
interventions, while three reported none (see Figure 2).  Two reported limited resources 
available to assist in monitoring T1 plans, two reported no resources.  Two reported 
support from interventionists and collaboration from colleagues in developing and 
monitoring T1 plans, while one reported limited support, and one indicated no support.  
Two reported no planning time for T1 plans, one reported limited time, and one indicated 
there was time for these plans.  One was confident and three were somewhat confident in 
using data to identify needs, setting goals, and implementing effective strategies to meet 




student responsiveness and making decisions based on this responsiveness (see 
Figure 3).  Three beginning teachers felt effective and one somewhat effective in 
implementing T1 interventions with fidelity (see Figure 4).  One teacher shared she feels 
confident in determining “what” is needed, but struggles with the “how” to get students 
where they need to be, according to the additional comment question on the survey 
questionnaire. 
Of the six teachers with 6-10 years of experience, one was extremely comfortable, 
one was comfortable, and one was not very comfortable, while three were somewhat 
comfortable with the RtI process (see Figure 1), two reported no professional 
development for specific development and monitoring of T1 interventions, one reported 
limited, and three reported receiving professional development specific to developing T1 
plans, two reported limited and two reported receiving professional development specific 
to monitoring T1 plans (see Figure 2).  Four reported having resources available to assist 
in monitoring T1 plans, two reported limited resources.  Four reported support from 
interventionists in developing T1 plans, while two reported limited support.  Three 
reported support in monitoring plans and collaboration with colleagues, two indicated 
limited support, and one responded no support or collaboration in this area.  One reported 
no planning time for T1 plans, three indicated limited time, and one indicated there was 
time for these plans.  Two were confident and somewhat confident in using data to 
identify needs, while one was extremely confident and one not very confident.  Two were 
confident, three somewhat, and one not very confident in setting goals.  One was 




effective strategies to meet student needs, while three were somewhat 
confident.  Three were confident and three somewhat confident in terms of monitoring 
student responsiveness and four were somewhat confident, one confident, and one not 
very confident making decisions based on this responsiveness (see Figure 3).  Three 
teachers in this demographic felt somewhat effective, two felt effective, and one felt not 
very effective in implementing T1 interventions with fidelity (see Figure 4).  One 
comment suggested that the RtI process promotes information exchange and 
collaboration, but the implementation is not consistent in these beginning stages. 
 Of the four teachers with 11-15 years of experience, two were comfortable, one 
was extremely comfortable, and one was not very comfortable with the RtI process (see 
Figure 1), two reported limited professional development for specific development and 
monitoring of T1 interventions, while two reported none (see Figure 2).  Three reported 
limited resources available to assist in monitoring T1 plans, one reported no resources.  
Three reported limited support from interventionists and collaboration from colleagues in 
developing and monitoring T1 plans, while one reported no support.  Two reported no 
planning time for T1 plans, one reported limited time, and one indicated there was time 
for these plans.  One was confident, two were somewhat confident, and one was not very 
confident in using data to identify needs.  Two were confident and two were somewhat 
confident setting goals and implementing effective strategies to meet student needs; two 
were confident, one somewhat confident, and one not very confident in terms of 
monitoring student responsiveness and making decisions based on this responsiveness 




effective, and one not very effective in implementing T1 interventions with 
fidelity (see Figure 4).  Additional comments from teachers in this demographic 
suggested the desire to learn more about setting measurable instructional goals for 
students based on data. 
Of the seven teachers with 16-20 years of experience, four were comfortable and 
three were somewhat comfortable with the RtI process (see Figure 1).  Four teachers 
reported receiving, professional development for specific development and monitoring of 
T1 interventions, while one reported limited professional development, and two reported 
none (see Figure 2).  Five teachers reported resources available to assist in monitoring T1 
plans, two reported limited resources.  Six reported support from interventionists in 
developing and monitoring T1 plans, while one reported limited support.  Five reported 
collaboration with colleagues and two indicated limited collaboration.  Two reported 
planning time for T1 plans, while five reported limited time.  Two were extremely 
confident, three were confident, one was somewhat confident, and one not very confident 
in using data to identify needs.  One was extremely confident, three confident, two 
somewhat confident, and one not very confident setting goals.  One was extremely 
confident, four were confident, and one was somewhat confident at implementing 
effective strategies to meet student needs.  One was extremely confident, two were 
confident and four somewhat confident in terms of monitoring student responsiveness.  
Four were confident, two somewhat confident, and one not very confident making 
decisions based on this responsiveness (see Figure 3).  Four teachers in this demographic 




fidelity (see Figure 4).  Two comments pointed to the need of more specific 
professional development specifically in the area of developing and implementing 
strategies to meet specific needs of readers. 
Of the four teachers with 21-25 years of experience three indicated they were 
comfortable and one was somewhat comfortable with the RtI process (see Figure 1), two 
reported receiving professional development for specific development of T1 
interventions, while two reported limited training.  Two reported receiving professional 
development for specific monitoring of T1 interventions, while one reported limited 
training, and one reported none (see Figure 2).  Two reported limited resources available 
to assist in monitoring T1 plans, two reported receiving resources.  Two reported support 
from interventionists in developing and monitoring T1 plans, while two reported limited 
support, and one indicated no support. One reported collaboration among colleagues, 
while three reported limited collaboration. Three reported planning time for T1 plans, one 
reported limited time for these plans.  One was extremely confident, one was confident 
and two were somewhat confident in using data to identify needs and setting goals.  One 
was extremely confident, two confident, and one somewhat confident implementing 
effective strategies to meet student needs; three were confident and one somewhat 
confident in terms of monitoring student responsiveness and making decisions based on 
this responsiveness (see Figure 3).  Three experienced teachers felt effective and one 
somewhat effective in implementing T1 interventions with fidelity (see Figure 4).  
Continuity and instructional dialogue among all teachers and interventionists was a 




No teachers with 26-30 years of experience responded to the survey 
questionnaire.  One teacher with over 30 years of experience indicated that she was 
somewhat comfortable with the RtI process (see Figure 1).  She indicated no specific 
professional development for the development and implementation of T1 plans (see 
Figure 2), with no resources or support in developing and monitoring these plans.  She 
reported limited collaboration with colleagues and limited planning time devoted to T1.  
While she was confident with data and decision making, she was only somewhat 
confident setting goals, implementing strategies and monitoring responsiveness to 
interventions (see Figure 3).  She feels she is somewhat effective in implementing T1 
interventions with fidelity (see Figure 4).  This teacher did not make additional comments 
on the questionnaire, but did indicate that additional supports or resources specific to T1 
would be helpful in her role in the RtI process.  
 






























Figure 2. Professional development offered specific to development, implementation, and 





Figure 3. Confidence level of Tier 1 development, implementation, and monitoring 












































Figure 4. Effectiveness of Tier 1 implementation by years of experience. 
I then looked for the trends across the data as a whole.  Overall, a total of 44% of 
the 26 respondents reported being somewhat or not very comfortable with the RtI 
process, 68% reported receiving limited to no specific professional development 
regarding developing and monitoring T1 interventions and 42% reported feeling 
somewhat or not very effective in implementing T1 interventions with fidelity.  Only one 
teacher responded that no additional supports or resources specific to T1 differentiation 
would be helpful in their role in the RtI process. 
From these demographics and data, I selected 13 teachers to conduct follow up 
interviews.  Selection was based on their level of comfort, confidence, and experience.  
One teacher chose not to participate in the follow up interview.   
Concurrent collection and analysis of data occurred during the follow up 
interviews, meaning that participant responses lead to further questioning in the 



























instruments to gather data with rich and thick descriptions (Lodico et al., 2010).  
I transcribed the recorded interviews verbatim.  I used survey documents and transcribed 
interview data.  The findings based upon this data were shown to participants to check for 
accuracy, known as member checking (Creswell, 2003).  Accurate transcriptions are 
critical in analyzing the data (Merriam, 2009).  After completing the transcriptions, I 
listened to the audio recorded interviews and compared what was said with the 
transcriptions of the interviews for accuracy.   
Creswell (2003) suggested collecting data, transcribing field notes, gaining a 
sense of material, and coding the data to develop themes.  Content analysis was used to 
analyze data focusing on the variety and the frequency of specific patterns and phrases 
that were communicated in the interview process (Merriam, 2009).  I analyzed the 
content by first printing each interview transcript in a different color of ink.  Then, I cut 
the transcripts into sections by interview question to analyze like questions from each 
participant together.  Using highlighters, I highlighted similar comments made by the 
interview participants. After coding this data, I went back through the similarly colored 
comments and grouped them into broader categories.  By grouping the color-coded 
comments together, obvious themes and typological concepts of perceived confidence 
and motivation with T1 implementation surfaced.  No data were discrepant because each 
participant has an individual experience to share.  Every participant provided unique, yet 
valuable, data to the research study to lend answers to the research questions (Merriam, 
2010).  Analyzing qualitative data requires the researcher to make sense of the data in 




results of the study (Merriam, 2009), therefore, my interview findings and short 
answer analysis of individual’s data was sent to participants to be sure their data was 
interpreted as intended (Lodico et al., 2010).  This step was crucial to the validity of the 
study.  Individuals had an opportunity to discuss my findings of their data at their 
convenience via face to face conversation, or my personal cell phone or personal e-mail, 
both given to participants upon consent.  Every participant responded positively to my 
analysis.  In addition to member checks, a peer review was performed to contribute to the 
relevance and authenticity of the study and to promote the study’s internal validity.  The 
peer reviewer was a colleague with a Master’s degree in Language and Literacy who has 
conducted case study and practitioner research in the past.  The reviewer has experience 
with research protocol.  I removed demographic indicators to ensure that the peer 
reviewer was not able to identify any participant based on findings reported.  This 
knowledgeable colleague reviewed the raw data transcriptions, honoring the anonymity 
of participants, and my analysis.  Lodico et al. (2010) suggested this colleague may 
provide additional analysis and interpretation of the data.  The peer reviewer concurred 
with the identified themes that emerged from the interview data.  This step contributed to 
the relevance and authenticity of the study.   
Internal consistency analysis for the survey questionnaire used in this study 
indicated appropriate correlation between survey items as analyzed through IBM SPSS 
software with a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability statistic of 0.927.  100% of participants 
responding they were extremely comfortable with the process also indicated they were 




of those same respondents indicated being extremely effective in actual 
implementation with fidelity, instead indicating they were effective.  Of the 12 
participants reporting they were comfortable with the RTI process, 58.3% indicated they 
were confident and 75% indicated they were effective with implementation.  Of the 10 
participants reporting they were somewhat confident, 62.5% also indicated they were 
somewhat comfortable and effective with the process.  Of the two respondents indicating 
they were not very comfortable, 100% indicated they were also not very effective and 
50% indicated not very confident with the process of T1 intervention.  Of the 18 
participants who reported limited to no specific professional development or training for 
T1, 66.6% reported additional training and/or supports needed specific to T1.  The 
comparison of questions asking for information measuring the same general construct 
produced similar scores indicating good internal consistency for this survey.  
The goal of this study was to answer the research questions:  What are teachers’ 
perceptions of their own efficacy to provide reading interventions given the recent 
implementation of the RtI model?  How do teachers perceive the training they have 
received?  Do they perceive it as having prepared them to implement T I interventions 
with fidelity?  What training and/or supports are necessary for teachers to implement T I 
interventions with integrity? 
Two overarching themes and three categorical concepts emerged from the survey 
and interview data to answer the research questions.  The overarching themes revolved 
around data and instruction.  From the themes of data and instruction, three categorical 




under the theme of data, while the concept of differentiation fell under the 
theme of instruction.  The categorical concept of support showed up under the theme of 
data and instruction, tying the two themes together. 
Instruction.    The most overarching theme that emerged from the data revolved 
around instruction with intervention.  This theme of instruction included choosing and 
implementing appropriate instructional strategies to meet the needs of different learners, 
specifically those identified for T1 intervention.  All teachers shared that they feel 
comfortable with core curriculum in reading instruction and strategies to teach students 
performing at grade level, but eleven teachers expressed lacking at least some level of 
confidence in knowing which strategies to use with identified T1 students.  This includes 
implementation of instructional strategies in small group and one on one teaching 
situations.  Teachers felt more confident meeting the needs of proficient and advanced 
readers than those who needed extra support in reading.  This was true no matter the 
years of experience.  Teachers of students in upper elementary grades expressed an even 
lower level of confidence when T1 interventions included basic reading process and early 
strategic behaviors.  Across the board, including years of experience and grade level 
taught, teachers expressed feeling more comfortable teaching comprehension strategies 
than balanced cuing systems.   
Differentiation.  The concept of differentiation came up in all 12 interviews 
under the theme of instruction.  Alice, a teacher with 6-10 years of experience, explained, 
“When I have four students on T1 plans, but all have different needs, it is hard for me to 




I feel like I don’t know the best approach.”  Bob, a teacher with 11-15 years of 
experience, shared, “I can differentiate my instruction and pull small groups, but I 
struggle to differentiate within that small group to meet the needs of my T1 students.”  
Caroline, a primary teacher with 0-5 years of experience stated, “Differentiating 
instruction to meet the specific needs of the student on a consistent basis effectively and 
throughout the span of the T1 plan is hard for me.”  Dalton, an upper elementary with 10 
years of experience shared, “I know my students, I know the curriculum, and I know my 
standards, but when it comes to modifying that core curriculum to meet a child’s specific 
needs in reading, I feel like I am ill-equipped to do it well day in and day out.”   
Many teachers mentioned the reading levels of students and using that as a way to 
differentiate instruction, but upon further inquiry, this contributed to their level of 
perceived self-competence as well.  Eliza, a teacher with three years of experience 
explained:   
I can assess my students and know their independent and instructional reading 
levels, but I may have one student on level M that still needs to re-read to monitor 
and self-correct, and they may be on a plan for that, while my other level M 
students are working to support inferences with evidence from the text.  Do I 
group by level or need?  I start second guessing myself no matter which decision I 
make.  Can the T1 intervention be instructed through groups on different levels?  
How much do levels matter?  I feel I should focus my T1 plan to teach to the skill 




Caroline shared another perspective in terms of reading levels that 
impacts her confidence regarding instruction with T1 intervention: 
One T1 student may need support with voice print match, another with return 
sweep and left to right directionality, while another only knows five letters, and 
yet another is reading almost grade level text but has no clue what they have just 
read because they are only word calling.  All four students have a T1 plan, but all 
are on very different reading levels.  I must differentiate my instruction to meet all 
of their needs, plus the needs of the other twenty students who have needs of their 
own, but aren’t identified as T1 because they are meeting grade level expectations 
according to data.  This makes my head spin if I stop and think about it too long.  
How can I say I have a high level of confidence to do all that? 
Overall, instructional decisions and instructional implementation for T1 
intervention was a theme that was uncovered in analysis of the survey and interviews. 
Furthermore, differentiated instructional strategies had an impact on perceived efficacy of 
teachers in the RtI process.  Frances, a second year teacher summed it up, “I feel 
confident in determining what is needed, but I struggle with the best way to go about 
teaching it for each individual student in T1.” 
Data.  The second overarching theme that developed from the survey and 
interviews was data.  This included a broad scope from choosing the correct assessments 
that gather the data points needed, to ways to monitor progress and shape instructional 
decisions for intervention based on the data.  Gracie, a teacher with 16-20 years of 




identifies students needing T1 intervention.  However, I find it hard to match 
assessments with specific interventions.”  Hannah, a veteran teacher said, “Finding a way 
to progress monitor a very specific intervention focus is difficult.  If I am working on 
determining importance, do I measure this with main idea and detail type assessments?”  
10 teachers mentioned the amount of data available to them, and even labeled their 
experiences as data-rich, “I have data!  What do I do with it?”  Bob, an intermediate 
teacher with 11-15 years of experience said, “I am in data overload.  I have all the data I 
need, but which pieces are most valid?  Where should I focus my efforts?”  Data are key 
components of the RtI process and has an impact on teachers’ perceptions of their 
effectiveness. 
Analysis.  Under the theme of data, analysis is a concept that showed up in 
different ways from all participants.  Some spoke of this through terms like triangulation 
and aggregation, while others said pointedly that analysis of data affects their role in the 
RtI process.  While gathering data is an area that all twelve interview participants felt 
confident with, few felt confident in how to use the data.  Eliza, a beginning teacher 
explained, “I don’t know what do to with it.  What does this score tell me about this 
student?  He fell into the ‘needs additional assistance’ range, but what does he need 
assistance with specifically?”  Isabella, a veteran, upper elementary teacher shared, “My 
assessments are too big.  I can’t zoom in on where the child is struggling because my 
assessments measure so many steps.  I can’t pinpoint the breakdown.” 




If initial data points to comprehension, I don’t know how to break that 
down.  Comprehension is a big umbrella, so many components fall under that.  
How can I unpack the data more? Then, how will I know when she has made 
progress?  I don’t know what data to collect that will show growth specific to the 
intervention I am working on with her, other than my observations of her doing it 
in her reading.  What will that data look like? 
The interviews showed most of the participants are knowledgeable on types of 
assessments, both formative and summative, and how to collect that data, but many 
expressed concerns with what the data means.  Jennifer, a primary teacher shared her 
frustration analyzing data from running records:  
I am able to track the students reading, mark errors, substitutions, self-corrections, 
and note where they pause or re-read or appeal for help.  I can keep up with their 
word calling and can ask them to retell the story and follow up with 
comprehension questions.  I can calculate a rate at which they read and even note 
their fluency.  I am good at this.  I feel confident that I do this efficiently.  But I 
still don’t know why this child is having trouble reading a higher level of text 
successfully?  I see what they are doing as they read; I’ve got a record of it.  But 
it’s just an assessment to me.  I don’t really know what to do with it or how to use 
it.  It doesn’t show me what to do next. 
Support.  Support is the final categorical concept of the study.  As I used 
selective coding during the data analysis process, I saw that support could easily fall 




articulated in different ways, such as help, training, further practice, 
collaboration, and even accountability, it all fell under the concept of support.  Teachers 
made statements such as, “It would be helpful to talk about strategies that may work for 
this student,” “I wish I could talk through the data with someone,” and “I need more 
training specific to (reading strategies/behaviors) this.”  Kathy, who reported a high level 
of confidence on the initial survey, shared a need for additional support in the follow up 
interview: 
Initial data showed that this student was not showing success within the 
vocabulary strand on the reading assessment.  I knew that was too broad for 
specific intervention, so I dug deeper and noticed he was not using context clues 
on reading passages of his social studies tests to determine meaning of unknown 
words or concepts in text.  I came up with a goal and an instructional plan around 
these two pieces of data.  I front-loaded vocabulary concepts in science and social 
studies, I used graphic organizers in whole group and small group instruction.  In 
guided reading I modeled using the clues in the text to define the word.  But when 
I did a post-test to monitor progress toward the intervention goal using a Time for 
Kids passage, the data showed he got two correct out of five.  Now what?  I’m out 
of instructional ideas.  I did what I know to do.  I need support to continue to help 
this student.  I need new ideas from colleagues. 
An upper elementary teacher, Lilly with 11-15 years of experience, shared her 
experiences with students needing reading process support, “All of my training in my 




about reading to learn.  I am not prepared to teach students to learn to read.  I 
need more training and support in this area.”  
Jennifer, who elaborated about running records shared, “I need assistance 
analyzing miscues and writing an analysis statement from the running record that can 
help me process what the student is doing which can inform me of my future teaching.”  
Bob shared, “I don’t always know how to analyze the behaviors each reader has under 
control.  Another pair of eyes to observe behaviors and understandings would be so 
helpful, especially designing the instructional implications of the behavioral evidence.”  
More specifically to T1, Kathy, an experienced teacher explained, “We discuss strategies 
and the instructional goals for our students being served by T2 pull-out interventionists.  
It would be helpful to have these same sharing and planning sessions for our T1 
students.”  Dalton summed the concept of support up in this manner, “I get the ‘here’s 
what’, but could use some support with the ‘so what’ and ‘now what’.” 
Conclusion 
This research study has developed into a professional development project plan.  
Based on the findings that emerged, this project can be authentically implemented at my 
school and in my district.  The professional development plan includes the themes and 
concepts that evolved from this research study’s data.  The overarching themes of 
instruction and data, as well as the categorical concepts of differentiation, analysis, and 
support are all addressed in the professional development plan as a way to contribute to 
the efficacy of practitioners implementing and monitoring T1 interventions.  By learning 




training, and practice can contribute to effective implementation with other 
teachers.  The goal of this study was to understand the perceptions of teachers 
implementing T1 interventions to provide a level of support that fosters more efficacious 
teachers in T1 instructional situations. 
The results of this study are somewhat limited by the size of the participant pool.  
In a case study, the participant pool is limited to only a few participants to obtain rich, 
quality data.  A more generalizable study would be to include general education teachers 
at other schools in the district also charged with T I interventions and progress 
monitoring.  By including other teachers who meet the study’s criteria, their data could be 
compared to that of participants in this study. This research was conducted so the results 
can inform future practice in the implementation of an RtI model at this elementary 
school.  The research findings may help determine the need for future professional 
development and support, as well as future funding and grant request opportunities.    
I interpreted findings by looking at the larger picture and purpose of the research.  
To ensure quality, I addressed the major findings thoroughly, identifying personal 
reflections in the data, presenting all view points in the literature, limitations of the study, 
and included suggestions for future research.  By validating the findings of the research, I 
addressed personal interpretations and personal connections to the research, and avoided 
biases (Merriam, 2009).   
Section 3 provides specific details of the professional development project.  I 




rationale, literature review, project evaluation and implications for social 





Section 3:  The Project 
Introduction 
The project that I developed from this study is an ongoing professional 
development (PD) training that can be implemented over time in the school where the 
study took place.  These trainings can be presented throughout the school year during 
regularly scheduled PD sessions or planning periods at the school, thus providing 
consistency and continuity over time.  The PD sessions will help teachers uncover the 
relevance and significance of the study’s two overarching themes (instruction and data) 
and three categorical concepts (differentiation, analysis, and support) for successfully 
implementing T 1 interventions.  Many of the strategies that are included in the PD 
training are ones that teachers have been exposed to previously.  However, my survey 
and interview data indicated there are gaps in the processing and practice of application 
and implementation.  Therefore, I believe that the PD trainings that I have developed will 
provide a necessary reinforcement of these strategies. 
School districts favor PD based on current research in guiding teachers to meet 
the needs of their students.  Based on my review of the literature (Bianco, 2010; 
Greenfield et al., 2010; & Stuart, Rinaldi, & Higgins-Averill, 2011) teachers of my study 
school need support to increase their comfort and confidence in meeting the needs of all 
students, particularly those receiving T1 interventions.  By engaging in PD sessions, 
teachers in the school will have a new opportunity to consider the impact the five 
previously mentioned themes and concepts can have on their own instruction through 




support as the teachers take on new learning and understanding and apply that 
to their teaching.  Teacher participants can sustain the short term effects of PD over time.  
They will be able to implement the PD strategies to some degree in their instruction 
(Park, Roberts, & Stodden, 2012). 
The problem that I addressed in my study was my study school’s lack of specific 
training for T 1 development, implementation, and monitoring.  The teachers in the 
school who completed the survey and were interviewed for the study all had a role in the 
RtI process, specifically T 1. They also expressed some level of decreased confidence in 
the RtI process.  I wanted to gauge teachers’ level of confidence in implementing T1 
interventions successfully as well as gauge their perceived needs in doing so.  By careful 
listening to the stories shared by the study participants and analyzing their responses, I 
was able to better understand how the five overarching themes and concepts wove 
together to create successful instruction within the RtI process at the T1 level.  My 
project will provide teachers with realistic, relevant, and practical strategies and 
processes that they can implement to help each of their students succeed academically 
(Cleary, 2011). 
Description and Goals 
I can deliver the PD trainings during regularly scheduled sessions and trainings 
throughout the school year; cumulative hours will total 3-8 hour work days.  I will 
conduct the training using a Prezi presentation for the delivery of information in this PD 
project.  Because I work as a reading interventionist at the study school, I will also be 




including educators, do not like to use their time on training sessions that are 
meaningless to their practice (LaCursia, 2011), I will focus the trainings on specific 
learning needs drawn from my research.   Following Byington and Tannock (2011), I will 
provide teachers with a link to the Prezi presentations that they can access for future 
reference, along with a printout for note-taking.  I included quotes from the case study 
participant interviews in the prepared project.  These insights will provide the foundation 
for the PD because they convey the expressed perceptions of those studied (Hancock & 
Algozzine, 2006).   
My purpose in designing these trainings was to provide authentic opportunities 
for teachers to immerse in and engage with literacy best practices and student data in an 
effort to align their beliefs with their teaching practice.  More specifically, my goals for 
the training are to (a) create a more systemic process for analyzing data and adapting 
instruction for individual students and (b) to close the gap between teachers’ knowledge 
and application in providing T1 intervention with efficacy in implementation on a 
consistent basis.  During the 3 days of trainings, participants will 
• review research regarding data analysis, 
• engage in guided data analysis, 
• process and practice data analysis with authentic and relevant data, 
• collaborate with peers in discussions of analysis, 
• identify next steps in instruction based on data, 
• plan for teaching based on data analysis, 




• review research based best practice strategies, 
• examine student data and determine students’ strengths and needs, 
• collaborate with colleagues to identify differentiated instructional strategies to 
match student's needs, 
• identify response indicators to monitor effectiveness of instruction, 
• evaluate personal beliefs about learning, 
• set specific goals for student learning based on analysis of student evidence, 
• choose appropriate strategies to address learning goals, and 
• align instructional practices with beliefs. 
Because it expands teacher knowledge and awareness of differentiated instruction 
and data analysis, I believe that ongoing PD will positively impact teacher perceptions, 
competence, and self-efficacy in meeting the diverse academic support needs of students 
in T 1 intervention.  In addition, because PD emphasized collaboration, application, and 
reflection by teachers, I believe that it will lead to more focused and intentional 
instruction across our school community. 
Rationale 
There is a high expectation for ongoing, thoughtful assessment and individualized 
instruction at the T I level.  Howard (2009) identified responsibilities of teachers within T 
1.  They are expected to do the following:   
• implement a curriculum flexibly, in a way that attends to the needs of all students; 
• differentiate instruction using instructional resources that extend beyond what 




• offer specifically targeted support based on what they learn from 
classroom-based assessments; and 
• monitor all students’ progress over time.  
T 1 instruction provides the foundation for the success of RtI (Gersten et al., 2008).  If 
there is integrity in the level of T 1 instruction, and if the intervention has been  taught 
with treatment fidelity, then the child’s response to intervention can be more accurately 
monitored for progress and the intervention plan can be modified (Johnston, 2010).  
Because the teacher is the most important factor in student achievement (Kyzer, 2009), it 
is essential that teachers be provided research based strategies.  As previously discussed, 
teachers at my study school had not received specific PD and training around common 
instructional strategies or analysis, the prioritizing of data, and the monitoring and 
assessment of student progress.  At the T 1 level, there are substantial differences of 
professional opinion regarding the type of instrument that should be used; there is no 
widely accepted standard for how often such assessments should be used (Scanlon, & 
Sweeney, 2008).  The success of RtI depends on teachers engaging in thoughtful 
assessment that leads to thoughtful instruction.  Knowing the competencies to assess, 
having sound strategies for assessing them, and knowing how to match instruction with 
demonstrated needs are at the heart of the successful RtI classroom (Allington, 2009). 
Review of the Literature 
In this section, I review the literature related to the project that I developed.  I will 
present the framework that guided project development including perspectives related to 




highlight current research on support, professional development, data analysis, 
and differentiated instruction.  I will conclude the section with a summary of how 
saturation of concepts presented in literature was reached. 
In reviewing the literature, I accessed Education Research Complete, ERIC, 
ProQuest Central, SAGE, and Academic Search Premier via the Walden University 
Library to find articles related to this project.  My initial search terms included the 
following:  professional development, support, in-service, teacher trainings, data analysis, 
data teams, differentiation, differentiated instruction, small group instruction, and 
instructional strategies.  Using a Boolean search, I narrowed my search to only find 
literature that was published during the past 5 years, was available in full-text format, and 
was published in peer-reviewed journals.  A review of the reference sections of the 
articles and studies steered me to other articles and research.  Literature was reviewed 
and added to the study until saturation was reached. 
Support.  Support is provided to teachers through PD and training.  PD is widely 
used in education to share information, practice strategies, provide training, and offer 
support to practitioners.  PD is referred to as the cornerstone for educational reform 
(Fishman, Marx, Best, & Tal, 2003).  Effective PD has a positive impact on student 
achievement (Powell, Diamond, Burchinal, & Koehler, 2010).   
PD can be presented in many ways; workshops are one of most common forms.  
PD workshops for educators can take place during teachers’ planning times, after school, 
and either on-campus or off-campus at a central location (LaCursia, 2011).  Typically in 




demonstrate and disseminate information to the participants (Desimone, 2009; 
McLeskey, & Waldron, 2002; Sappington, Pacha, Baker & Gardner, 2012).  Whole-
group, broadly focused workshop type trainings are generally not as effective as smaller, 
more targeted, hands-on workshops that are differentiated and focused on the needs of 
participants (Sappington, et al., 2012).  Researchers view workshops that are applicable 
and meaningful to the participants involved to be the most effective type of PD 
(LaCursia, 2011; Lee, 2011).  School districts realize more value from their PD planning 
and investment by allowing teachers some choice (e.g., choosing trainings that are of 
interest to them) (Sappington, et al., 2012).   
I developed the PD trainings for this project based on the insights my survey and 
interview participants shared regarding their perceptions and needs.  The most 
meaningful PD is linked to teachers’ level of engagement in the PD process (Desimone, 
2009; Domitrovich, Gest, Gill, Jones, Sandford, 2009; Hadar, & Brody, 2010; Lee, 
2011).  Participants in this project engaged in relevant analysis and exploration using data 
and evidence from their own students and classroom instruction for a more meaningful 
PD experience.  Meaningful and sustainable PD builds capacity in teachers and 
empowers them to create communities of practice through engagement and collaboration 
with their colleagues (Desimone, 2009; Latz, Neumeister, Adams, & Pierce, 2009; Lee, 
2011; Lee, Penfield, Maerten-Rivera, 2009).  It allows time for participants to process 
new learning, collaborate and discuss findings, and plan with peers and interventionists.  
According to Desimone (2009), effective PD should (a) be individualized and 




(4) embed practices into daily lives of teachers.  Interventionists are available 
during PD project sessions and between sessions for ongoing support and collaboration.  
PD trainings that are led by practitioners are effective because the practitioners have a 
deeper connection to the classroom and understanding of the material in action than a 
presenter who is not actually practicing the work in the classroom (Lee, 2011; Schmoker, 
2006).  Highly effective teachers are experts in their field and bring validity and 
credibility when used by their own districts as leaders of PD trainings (Byington, & 
Tannock, 2011; Lee, 2011).  It is critical that districts ensure that teacher-led PD is based 
on best practice and current pedagogy and research (Byington, & Tannock, 2011).   
Other essential elements of effective PD involve practice, self-reflection, peer 
support, and ongoing feedback to bolster teachers’ confidence in their own teaching 
practices (Desimone, 2009; Kennedy & Shiel, 2010).  By using colleagues and reading 
interventionists at each PD session, teachers will be able to experience peer coaching and 
support in hypothesizing student strengths and weaknesses and problem solving for 
student needs.  PD needs to be differentiated to be relevant and teachers must have a 
voice in their own learning if they are to effect systemic change (Stover, Kissel, Haagm, 
Shoniker, 2011).  Teachers will use authentic, individual student data to differentiate the 
approach for instructional planning and collaboration through PD.  PD support that is 
targeted to the needs of teachers and offers training and support over time may improve 
teachers’ perceived confidence in providing instruction for students. 
The themes and categorical concepts that emerged from my findings concur with 




of differentiation, increased collaboration and improved strategies were based 
upon PD, and continued support led to implementing a process for modifying curriculum 
and incorporating accommodations and modifications into daily routines (Causton-
Theoharis, Theoharis, Bull, Cosier, & Dempf-Aldrich, 2010; Domitrovich, et al., 2009; 
Hadar, & Brody, 2010).  Planning time and ongoing PD was needed to effectively 
respond to the diverse needs of students (Horne & Timmons, 2009).  Ongoing PD with 
follow-up support and coaching had the strongest effect on teacher self-efficacy beliefs 
for differentiated reading instruction and implementation (Tschannen-Moran & 
McMaster, 2009).  PD that embeds time for reflecting, processing, collaborating, and 
planning may improve adjustments made to instruction in an effort to best meet the needs 
of individual learners.  
Data analysis.  Education professionals use data extensively, but they do not 
always thoroughly analyze and use the information available to them.  Similarly, my 
research participants shared feelings of being data rich, but information poor.  There is an 
overabundance of data but a lack of information to make better instructional decisions 
(Reeves, 2009).  Effective use of data is crucial in improving learning outcomes (Kekahio 
& Baker, 2013; Reeves, 2009; Schwanenberger & Ahearn, 2013; Thomas, 2011; 
Wilhelm, 2011).  Data analysis should not be an event but a continuous process.  
Analyzing data is not a means to prove or disprove teacher competence or to show the 
effectiveness of instruction; rather it is for the purpose of improving practice that leads to 
learning and student achievement (Thomas, 2011).  Teachers identify what is revealed 




Educators must commit to focus on increasing student achievement by 
improving the collective capacity of all involved in an effort to improve teaching 
practices (Dufour, Dufour, Eaker, & Many, 2006; Marzano, 2009; Marzano, Waters, & 
McNulty, 2005; McNulty & Besser, 2010; Reeves, 2006).  Data are used as evidence to 
confirm or revise decisions that drive instruction.  
To effectively analyze data, it must have a face and stakeholders must look 
beyond the numbers (Reeves, 2010).  Teachers should ask what they want to learn from 
the data and what they need to know about the data before analyzing (Thomas, 2011).  
More focused analysis occurs when teachers match what they want to know about their 
students to the purpose of the assessment given.  Opinions and attitudes can bias how 
data are interpreted; therefore, teachers should consider assumptions before interpreting 
data, and observations that come from examining data should be grounded in specific, 
factual, related data points (Kekahio & Baker, 2013; Reeves, 2009).  An interdependence 
of team members relying on each other leads to improved learning outcomes for all 
students (Thomas, 2011).  There is a difference between cooperation that supports 
sharing information, coordination that leads to sharing resources for a project, and 
collaboration that leads to contribution and sharing of resources, risks, and rewards 
(Winer & Ray, 1994).  Collaboration around data is needed to make data-driven decisions 
that impact student learning.  Data teaming can provide structures and processes to 
improve core instructional practices through collaboration (Dufour, Dufour, Eaker & 
Karhanek, 2010; Reeves, 2006; Schwanenberger & Ahearn, 2013).  Data informed group 




instructional factors that led to the patterns and weaknesses lead to a strategic 
action plan of how educators will respond and improve future instruction (Kekahio & 
Baker, 2013; Thomas, 2011; Wilhelm, 2011).  Thoughtful discussions of assessment gaps 
and revelations as well as assumptions of student performance are addressed in data 
teaming.  Through the data team process, teams share materials, practices, and strategies 
that lead to shared responsibilities and leadership for student achievement (Reeves, 2009; 
Schwanenberger & Ahearn, 2013).  Research participants indicated a need for 
collaborative structures and support.  The data team process can provide the structures to 
support and encourage data analysis and collaboration. 
Differentiation.  Differentiated instruction enables teachers to focus their practice 
based upon individual student needs.  Teachers understand that there are diverse needs, 
but many have difficulty supporting these varying needs (Tobin & McInnes, 2008).  In 
addition, most elementary teachers were trained as generalists, not content specialists, 
making it more difficult to differentiate in terms of readiness if they are not deeply 
knowledgeable of content (Hendrick, 2012).  Most teachers realize the need to 
differentiate, but transitioning from perception to practice can be overwhelming.  This 
project promotes opportunities to assess one’s beliefs and reflect on personal practice to 
analyze how beliefs match practice and implementation in terms of individual student 
needs and differentiation.  Once data has been analyzed, teachers must determine what 
works versus what works best for their students by knowing the impact of their teaching 
strategies (Hattie, 2012a).  To differentiate, a different approach must be used to engage 




even in a smaller group (Thomas, 2011).  The practice of differentiation 
proposes that educators teach not out of habit or teacher preference, but in response to the 
students being served (Tomlinson, 2000).  The purpose of differentiated instruction is to 
maximize student growth and individual success by adapting classroom strategies to meet 
students where they are in terms of learning styles, needs, interests, and profiles 
(Anderson, 2007; George, 2005; Huebner, 2010).  Differentiation includes the areas of 
content, the information needed to learn; process, how students will learn; and product, 
how students will demonstrate their learning (Knowles, 2009; Levy, 2008; Tomlinson, 
2000); and environment, the flexible structure of the classroom (Tomlinson, 2000).  
There are many components to differentiation.  Instruction is different for this particular 
time for this particular learner in some capacity at the skill, process, or comprehensive 
level. 
Data from formative, summative, and informal assessments “on the run” and “in 
the moment” shape opportunities for differentiated instruction (Avalos, Plasencia, 
Chaves, & Rascon, 2007; Kasanovich, Ladinsky, Nelson, & Torgenson, 2007; Levy, 
2008; Tomlinson, 2000; Wilhelm, 2011).  A systematic approach of on-going 
assessments and data are needed to be sure groups remain flexible (Ankrum & Bean, 
2008; Tomlinson, 2004).  Teachers attend to how students approach learning then create 
flexibility in the presentation and assignment to compel and extend the students’ learning.  
Small groups may be a part of differentiation.  Groups are shaped in flexible ways to 
modify instruction in response to students’ readiness, interests, profile, and current needs 




performance criteria, takes into account previous learning, provides 
demonstration, and gives students opportunities for students to engage in and apply 
learning through small groups and independent work is also a component of promoting 
developmental competencies in students (Dube’, Bessette, & Dorval, 2011).  
Differentiation focuses on where the student needs to go, how they are going to get there, 
and where they are going next (Hattie, 2009; Hattie, 2012b).  To meet the needs of all 
learners in the classroom, teachers must serve all students in heterogeneous classrooms 
that are responsive to the varied needs of learners through modified instruction.  Specific 
instructional strategies for meeting these needs are most effective when research based.  
Effective strategies may include cooperative learning, micro-teaching, providing 
feedback, inductive learning, reading for meaning, scaffolded reading opportunities, use 
of graphic organizers, reinforcing effort, and providing teacher clarity (Harvey, Silver, 
Dewing, & Perini, 2012; Hattie, 2009; Hattie, 2012b; Marzano, 2001).  Through 
differentiation, improved student outcomes can encourage continued teacher 
development. 
Implementation 
This project will be implemented during ongoing PD sessions throughout the 
school year totaling 3-8 hour days’ worth of training.  A walk-through organizer provides 
an outline for the sessions, including times suggested for each activity (see Appendix A).  
I will share the project via Prezi presentations which show relationships between big 
concepts and small details through a moveable presentation format.  Paper copies and 




teachers interested in participating, as well as extra charts used for guided 
discussion and collaboration (see Appendix A).  With administrative support, the project 
may be presented to all grade levels kindergarten through fifth grade.  The Prezis contain 
data from the study and strategies from the research that will give teachers relevant, 
practical support in data analysis and differentiation strategies for students on T1 
intervention plans.  Time is built into the PD sessions for collaboration and analysis of 
student data, as well as planning for differentiation with colleagues, including reading 
interventionists.  Printed copies and electronic access of the Prezis, as well as necessary 
handouts to facilitate processing will be available for participants to use during the 
sessions and for later access.  The project is created and intended for an audience of 
teachers involved with T 1; however the strategies are critical for engaging teachers and 
students in all learning environments.  This project can be utilized at each of the district’s 
eleven elementary schools as PD training.  The PD alone will not cause a shift or an 
increase in efficacy of teachers serving students in T1.  The project’s success depends on 
individual teachers processing the themes and concepts presented and implementing the 
strategies and structures with students on a systematic basis.  As the researcher, I will be 
available for support between the PD sessions for analysis, observation, collaboration, 
application, and implementation as participants deem appropriate. 
Potential Resources and Existing Supports 
Administrative support is a critical element of this project, as the administrative 
team will have to allow the project to be implemented during allotted PD time.  Another 




participate in the PD sessions.  These participants will have to embrace and 
implement the project to provide ongoing collaboration and support for their teams.  
Comfortable space is needed with room for participants to sit in collaborative groups with 
their teams.  Basic technical resources needed include a laptop computer, projector and 
screen, and necessary hardware.  As the researcher and presenter, I am available and 
capable of connecting the devices for the PD sessions at the school level. 
Potential Barriers 
The potential resources and existing supports are also the potential barriers to this 
project’s success.  If administrators choose not to implement the ongoing PD, the project 
will not be successful because the structure for dissemination will not be available.  If 
teachers do not process and implement the themes, they will not see a shift in their 
confidence and comfort in implementing T1 interventions with fidelity.  The key to the 
project’s success relies upon full implementation as a self-extending system in as many 
arenas as possible. 
Proposal for Implementation and Timetable 
The project is created and available for implementation pending the approval of 
this project study dissertation.  I will share the presentations with my administrators at 
that time.  If they approve, implementation should begin in the Fall of 2015 and continue 
throughout the 2015-2016 school year.  The district has scheduled several teacher in-
service days and the school has set aside a weekly planning period for each grade level.  
The Prezi presentations can be implemented during these scheduled times or additional 




complete implementation of this project are the equivalent of 3-8 hour days.  
This can be broken up into numerous 1 to 3 hour mini-sessions or done in daylong in-
service trainings.  No matter the session format, all 3 days’ worth of training will be 
completed by the end of May, 2016 if allowed to implement the project.  I will make the 
Prezis and all necessary documents and supports available for teachers in electronic and 
paper copy format for review and reflection on their own at each PD session. 
Roles and Responsibilities  
The roles and responsibilities of the presenter, teachers and administrators who 
attend the PD trainings are critical to the study’s full implementation.  The presenter must 
be responsive to the participants so appropriate pacing and support can be provided 
during sessions.  For teachers to improve their sense of efficacy they must utilize the 
structures and practices in their teams and classrooms in a consistent manner.  To help 
students on T1 intervention plans to improve their reading competence and ultimately 
achievement, teachers must strive to analyze data effectively in order to shape instruction 
responsively.  If a teacher feels competent and confident in meeting the needs of their 
students with T1 interventions, the project will be considered a success for that teacher 
and his/her students. 
Project Evaluation  
The evaluation of project implementation will be done informally over time.  The 
success of the project can be evaluated over time by examining teachers’ level of 




for teachers to become efficacious in analyzing data and shaping instruction to 
meet the needs of their students from that analysis, particularly in the T1 process. 
Informal evaluation can be monitored by the level of engagement during the 
collaborative and reflective PD sessions.  More formally, the evaluation of the PD 
sessions will come through the formative feedback from participants following each 
session as included in the last slide of each presentation (see Appendix A).  The Prezi 
includes best practices that evolved from the research and data obtained during the study.  
Feedback from session participants will be used to enhance the quality of future training 
sessions (Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2010).  Participants may share additional best 
practices to be included in future trainings.  Therefore, all participants will be asked to 
complete an exit-slip feedback evaluation form (see Appendix A) following each session 
which will be used to meet the needs of participants in future trainings, as well as in real-
time supports between sessions.  Participants may also take the same Survey Monkey 
survey that they completed in the Fall of 2014 measuring their perceptions of support, 
confidence and efficacy related to T1.  By completing this at the conclusion of the PD 
series, teacher perceptions can be compared to measure the effectiveness of the 
completed project.  In addition, administrators may note shifts in instruction of 
participants during informal walkthrough and formal classroom observations. 
Implications Including Social Change 
Local Community  
This study has the potential to positively impact teachers and students in the local 




intervention implementation, thus improving the effectiveness of interventions 
at the T I level which has the potential to decrease the number of students referred for 
special education evaluation and placement.  By supporting an attitude of collaboration in 
data analysis and implementation of differentiation through intervention, a large potential 
of teachers, and in turn students, will be affected.  As one teacher stated, “I want to reach 
each child, but it is overwhelming.  I need help breaking it down and planning for each 
child at the onset.”  Teachers need time to process and implement and reflect on their 
beliefs and a practice in an effort to shape instruction that is responsive to students’ 
needs.  This project study can potentially reduce the number of students referred to T2 
and T3 pull-out intervention settings, and to special education settings by improving 
teachers’ confidence and competence in their own practice of engaging in core 
instruction. 
Far-Reaching  
 The effects of this study are far-reaching.  I would like to share the project at the 
school, but also at other schools in our district and even to other districts utilizing an RtI 
process.  Their teachers and students can benefit from the themes and concepts of the 
study as it relates to intervention.  The processes and strategies presented are relevant 
beyond the content area of reading and to a broader audience than elementary teachers.  
Therefore, I am eager to share the findings of my study at various professional 
development opportunities to positively influence teachers and students across 
geographical boundaries.  I plan to submit the findings of my study for publication 




from a broader sphere can learn and practice these strategies take them to 
impact achievement of more students. 
Conclusion 
In Section 3, I gave a detailed description of the project that emerged from my 
research.  The goal of the training is to close the gap between teachers’ knowledge base 
and their sense of agency in actual implementation and practice.  This project will be 
implemented in the form of ongoing PD training for teachers in the school that I studied.  
I provided a review of professional literature that supports and refines my findings.  I 
included potential resources and potential barriers to full implementation of the project.  I 
also gave a timetable for implementation including the roles and responsibilities of the 
presenter and participants engaged in the project.  Measures for the project’s immediate 
and long term evaluation are described.  The implications for both local and far reaching 
social change are also explained. 
In Section 4, I detail my personal reflections and thoughts of the doctoral project 
study process.  In this section, I provide the projects strengths, weaknesses, and 
limitations.  I discuss what I gleaned from my growth as a leader, scholar practitioner, 





Section 4: Reflections and Conclusions 
Introduction  
This project study developed from a personal hypothesis I had regarding teachers’ 
perceptions of their abilities with regard to RtI and T I interventions. After gathering data 
from teachers at my study school, I then created a series of PD training sessions in which 
I will be able to share findings, research, and support with teachers to build their level of 
efficacy.  In this section, I provide personal thoughts and reflections on my experiences 
of this project study.  I detail the project’s strengths, weaknesses, and limitations, as well 
as consider opportunities for future research.  I also share my reflections about how my 
thinking has shifted and how I have evolved as a leader, scholar, practitioner, and project 
developer. 
Project Strengths 
While researching the literature, I found limited scientific evidence and support to 
guide schools in their implementation of RtI, especially at the T 1 level (Scanlon & 
Sweeney, 2008).  Therefore, I believe that a strength of this project is that it specifically 
addresses this concern through reflection and collaborative planning. It also offers a 
focused and research-based exploration of strategy which can be used for any content 
area and is applicable to teachers with various levels of experience and effectiveness.  My 
exploration of teachers’ personal beliefs about learning reinforces the view that 
underlying beliefs about language, literacy, and learning impact effective instructional 
practices and decisions (Brock, & Boyd, 2011).  My project is adaptable based on 




engagement (Desimone, 2009; Domitrovich, Gest, Gill, Jones, & Sandford, 
2009; Hadar, & Brody, 2010; Lee, 2011).   
My study data came directly from practitioners in the field who work at my 
school.  These teachers are charged with serving students in their classrooms through 
differentiation and adapting their instruction to meet the individual needs of readers in T 
1 intervention.  All participants, including those who took the survey questionnaire and 
those who were subsequently interviewed, currently serve students with T 1 intervention 
plans.   
Although some participants are more confident than others in the implementation 
of T 1 interventions, all contributed to the findings of this project study.  During the 
interviews, all of the participating teachers agreed that the five themes and conceptual 
categories that emerged from data gathering impacted their level of confidence and 
competence in implementing T 1 interventions with fidelity on a consistent basis.  My 
data gathering guided me in creating the project training sessions.  Because practitioners 
who have a deep connection to the classroom provided the initial data, I believe that my 
subsequent trainings are more effective, specific, and valid.   Also, as someone who 
practices in the field and who understands the material presented for implementation in 
the classroom, I believe that I am better able to develop relevant, hands-on workshops 
that are specifically focused on the needs of the participants (Lee, 2011; Sappington, et 
al., 2012; Schmoker, 2006).  As LaCursia (2011) and Lee (2011) noted, relevance makes 




The data from all survey questionnaires and interviews strongly pointed 
to the five themes and concepts: data, instruction, support, analysis, and differentiation.  
Comments made in each interview were interwoven with perceptions and remarks of 
others providing the themes of this project.  From these themes, I gleaned research-based 
practices, which provide support and address analysis and differentiation issues.  Because 
teachers who attend the PD trainings reflect, collaborate, and practice, they can 
immediately implement their learning with their teams and students.  A training session 
allow participants an opportunity to practice and know which competencies to assess, 
develop sound strategies for assessing them, and experience how to match instruction 
with demonstrated needs, which are at the heart of the successful RtI classroom 
(Allington, 2009).  As Tschannen-Moran and McMaster (2009) noted, ongoing PD with 
follow-up support and coaching has a strong effect on teacher self-efficacy beliefs.  When 
implemented in a systematic manner, these processes will have a lasting impact on 
teacher comfort and confidence which will ultimately support student progress and 
achievement in the school. 
Recommendations for Remediation of Limitations 
A weakness of the project is that it depends on participants’ level of reflection and 
engagement.  Essential elements of effective PD include practice, self-reflection, peer 
support, and ongoing feedback to foster a stronger confidence in teachers for their own 
teaching practices (Desimone, 2009; Kennedy & Shiel, 2010).  If participants are not 
fully engaged in the PD sessions, then they will not find the trainings to be meaningful 




impact on student achievement.  By encouraging participants to use authentic 
student work samples as evidence, I sought to encourage more relevant and meaningful 
reflection and collaboration on the part of teachers, which is something that can lessen 
the impact of low engagement.  
Another weakness of the study is the size of the study.  Only 26 teachers 
completed the survey questionnaire, of which 12 participated in follow-up interviews.  
My number of respondents is an appropriate sample size for a qualitative case study 
(Creswell, 2008).  However, restricting my interviews to my colleagues at my study 
school meant that I did not interview many other educators in the district who are 
involved with T 1 interventions.  I chose to interview 13 participants based on 
demographic information and what they shared in the survey questionnaires regarding 
their comfort and confidence in implementing T 1 interventions.  One potential 
participant was unable to participate in the interview process, which left me with 12 
interview participants.  More input may have contributed to an in-depth study 
highlighting different dimensions.  More specific PD may have come from additional 
data. 
One way to address the limitations of the study is to repeat the study in other 
settings, such as all of elementary schools in my district.  I conducted my research at a 
medium sized, suburban school located near a capitol city in the southeastern United 
States.  By repeating the study in other schools of varying sizes and with different student 
and teacher demographics, I may be able to capture distinctive differences with regard to 




Another way to address the limitations of this study would be to hold 
focus group interviews with a group of people who have something in common to add 
richer, unique data following the individual interviews.  I have the option of using several 
types of focus group interview approaches (Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2010; 
Merriam, 2009).  Two strands of focus groups that could prove valuable to the study are 
homogeneous groups with participants who self-reported very high or very low levels of 
efficacy.  It would also be valuable to interview a group of highly effective intervention 
teachers. (I would assess their effectiveness in this regard based on student achievement 
and progress after T 1 intervention as shown in progress monitoring data.)  These focus 
group interviews could yield another distinct dimension of data that can provide the basis 
for another study. 
Scholarship 
When I enrolled in my doctoral program, I thought I had a solid understanding of 
scholarship.  Because I see myself as a lifelong learner and student in this field, I have 
continued to take graduate-level courses throughout my career in education, even after 
earning a Master’s degree plus thirty hours of certification.  I enjoy reading, writing, and 
reporting.  I appreciate the concept of in-depth study.  I am a National Board Certified 
Teacher and have renewed my certification for a second ten year period.   
However, when I started to take doctoral-level courses I quickly learned how 
much I had yet to learn in the world of advanced academia.  While I used the term 
research based strategies and data driven decision making in my common language, I did 




qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methodologies, I had never been engaged 
with them.  I had to learn how to approach research, how to narrow and broaden the focus 
to search for research depending on the topic, how to read research, how to question and 
analyze what I was reading, and how to glean pertinent and relevant information from the 
studies I was exploring.  I needed exposure and practice to even begin the journey.  I had 
to learn by immersion, jumping in the metaphoric water to become familiar with research 
design through repeated exposure and experience.  The more I read and reviewed, the 
more comfortable I became.  But this journey of scholarly growth came in baby steps, as 
the more I learned, the more I realize I had yet to learn.  Even at this stage of my own 
research project study, I am reminded that I continue to be a lifelong learner and ever-
developing connoisseur of educational research. 
Once I had a grasp of my doctoral journey, I identified a problem to research in 
my local setting.  Because I serve as a mentor and provide certified mentor training 
around my state, I initially planned to study the role and impact of mentoring induction 
teachers in their first years as practicing educators.  However, as I began to undertake my 
research, I discovered that mentoring induction was not the problem that I was most 
passionate about.  I also did not believe that it was the most prevalent issue for teachers 
and students within my district.  As a reading interventionist who is involved firsthand 
with the RtI process, I wanted to know more about the barriers to intervention in the area 
of reading.  I wanted my project to be meaningful and justify the amount of time and 
energy that would be put into it.  I wanted it to have an authentic impact on student 




developed a project that directly links authentic collaboration with purposeful 
differentiated instruction and student achievement in reading. 
Once I decided on my topic, my project study seemed to evolve and fall into 
place.  I felt that I had a real, workable problem that had the potential for social change 
for the teachers, and ultimately the students, in my school community.  Although my 
doctoral research has been an involved, dynamic, and complex process, I do not regret it.  
The process has stretched me as an individual, a student learner, a teacher, a colleague, a 
researcher, and a writer.  This process has been an adventure of faith and test in 
perseverance and interdependence for which I am grateful and do not take for granted.  I 
am a different kind of scholar on this side of the journey, and my practice as a teacher 
and a leader will be better for it.  I am more than thankful for this opportunity and 
experience of scholarly growth. 
Project Development and Evaluation 
The data collection and analysis processes were interesting and engaging.  While 
each process was time intensive, I was so involved that I enjoyed the laborious 
organization and work.  The development of the project was thought provoking as I 
wanted it to be more than a “sit-and-get, in-and-out, one-and-done” PD.  I wanted to 
create reflective, research-based PD that could provide support and time for processing, 
as well as invite opportunities for engaged, relevant collaboration.  I decided that Prezi-
driven PD training sessions would be the most efficient and effective way to share my 
findings because all participants could access the information easily.  My use of Prezi 




I strove to create Prezi presentations that teachers would find engaging, 
interesting, relevant, and applicable. My presentations are broken into two main sections, 
based on themes and concepts that emerged from my survey and interview research.  
Upon drafting the Prezi presentations, I had two colleagues outside my school preview 
them and provide me with feedback.  One colleague is a regional Reading Recovery 
teacher leader, and the other colleague is a National Board Certified Elementary Media 
Specialist.  Both colleagues are charged with providing ongoing PD and support to 
teachers in the field of literacy.  I took their suggestions and constructive feedback and 
created two presentations that I hope my teacher participants will find engaging, 
instructional, and useful as a reference in their teaching. 
Leadership and Change 
Competencies of a teacher-leader include instructional leadership, policy 
leadership, and association leadership (CTQ, NBPTS, & NEA, 2014).  Working through 
the doctoral process has provided me with opportunities to develop as an instructional 
leader by sharing effective practices with others in order to benefit more students.  I have 
also developed as a policy leader by advocating to shape decisions that impact and 
support student learning and as an association leader by leading critical, collective groups 
in the advancement of sound instructional practices to improve student achievement.   
Having served my state as a former chair of the State Teacher Forum, having 
served as an Education Policy Fellow, and having presented numerous national 
educational conferences, I see myself as an active and engaged servant-leader in the field 




an interdependent scholarly leader with a responsibility to share and act.  My 
colleagues see that I am asking more refined and deeper questions and that I am looking 
to research for new inquiries instead of just articulating my own thoughts and experiences 
in professional dialogue.  I am seeking and sharing findings from other studies.  I am 
speaking differently, approaching conversations differently, and articulating possibilities 
and rationale differently.  My perspective is more global and focused on the bigger 
picture.  This journey stretched and shifted not only me and my approach to problem 
solving but my circle of support and influence as well.  I raised the expectations I had of 
myself in critical roles, and in turn, our collective vision was broadened beyond the 
boundaries of the four walls of our classrooms.  I realize that I am part of something 
bigger, and this process has helped me to define my new perspective.   
A teacher who holds a doctoral degree in administrative leadership for teaching 
and learning will have many opportunities to serve in new capacities.  I am completely 
satisfied and beyond happy and grateful for the opportunities I have in my current role in 
the field of education.  However, if I find new opportunities to use my doctoral degree in 
a way that enables me to better serve teachers and students, then I am open to following 
wherever God guides me.  With this degree come new responsibilities.  I am aware of 
these responsibilities, and I plan to use my leadership influence to unite and elevate the 
voices of others in order to create and support change in our profession that will 




Analysis of Self as Scholar 
Throughout this process, I have become a scholar.  I have learned how to live a 
scholarly life, not only gaining a great deal of knowledge over the course of the past few 
years but learning ways to use that knowledge to better my practice and elevate the 
practice of others.  As a scholar, I have begun to share my experience and knowledge 
with administrators and professional educators within my realm of influence.  As a 
mentor to new teachers, I have a new level of credibility as they see me as a lifelong 
learner.  My collaboration with colleagues in reading intervention has become more 
connected to the works of others and how that can influence our approach to problem 
solving.  As a scholar, I have been able to support peers working on graduate degrees as I 
have had opportunities to encourage their work and practitioner research projects.  By 
tapping the potential of my peers, I have inspired others to take action for the benefit of 
students in my school. 
I have had to learn how to approach learning in a new way at the doctoral level.  I 
could not rely on studying my course work notes and memorizing theories or strategies.  
At this postgraduate level of study, new learning requires synthesis.  I had to learn how to 
glean information gathered from many sources and then analyze and organize it into a 
useful context to my setting, constructing my own knowledge from the experience.  A 





Analysis of Self as Practitioner 
I have always considered myself to be a reflective practitioner, welcoming 
observations from administrators and peers, valuing their feedback and thriving on their 
suggestions.  I have always prided myself on putting the needs of my students first and 
trying to bring my very best to the classroom every day for them.  I have always tried to 
implement best practice strategies and responsive processes, and actively seek 
opportunities for classes and coursework.  After 15 years of teaching, I feel like I am a 
successful practitioner in the field of elementary literacy.  Now I realize I am more than a 
teacher practitioner, but a research practitioner as well.  I eagerly anticipate opportunities 
for more practitioner research to find best practice strategies in my local setting with my 
colleagues on the front lines.  I want to use my research experience as a springboard to 
explore more research to impact teacher competence and student achievement in the 
broader community.  My definition of my role as a practitioner has evolved.  I must do 
more than teach.  I must apply what I have gained from this experience by building 
capacity in my peers, fostering systems that develop teacher leaders in their own 
contexts, and by supporting and elevating the practice of those around me.   My 
communication is more effective, my reflection more refined, my practice more 
intentional, my vision more student-centered and global, my responsibility to contribute 
more urgent.   
Analysis of Self as Project Developer 
 I have had the opportunity to prepare and present to small and large audiences as 




keynote speaker, session facilitator, workshop presenter, advisory board 
member, and instructional coach.  However, developing a project for this process was a 
completely different experience.  Collecting my own data, analyzing the results, 
identifying the themes and categorical concepts, then developing PD to address those 
needs was a new experience.  I was not as confident at the onset because the PD was 
shaped from my own research.  I am more vulnerable as a project developer and presenter 
at this level because the project is a product of my own inquiry and work.  While I enjoy 
the new risk, it does challenge my efficacy, flexibility, and level of interdependence.  I 
desire for the project to create and facilitate genuine partnerships among all stakeholders 
to meet their needs.  I want it to increase capacity on a large scale.  I will crave the 
feedback of the teachers who participate in the PD, as this will shape and refine my future 
research and the projects that come from it.   
The Project’s Potential Impact on Social Change 
If practitioners in my school engage fully through participation in this project and 
truly collaborate in analyzing data, matching instructional strategies with needs of 
students, and ongoing peer support, then this project has the potential to improve teacher 
confidence and competence with T1 intervention implementation and build consensus 
and peer capacity in this area.   This will lead to more research-grounded instruction, 
which will impact student achievement.  When students make progress with T1 
interventions, they no longer need formalized intervention.  Instead of needing more 
intense interventions and possibly evaluation and placement in special education, more 




to impact the educational path of students across multiple content and grade 
levels as well as across geographical boundaries.  The potential impact for social change 
in my own setting alone is real, but the project will impact the social change of only a 
few teachers and students if I am the only one to use the findings, structures, and 
processes from this study.  If all 26 of the teachers involved with implementing T1 
interventions at my school will engage in and implement the project, many more students 
will be impacted.  If other teams of educators in the district and beyond experience and 
implement the project, even more students will be impacted through social change by 
academic progress and success, ultimately keeping them out of more intensive tiers of 
intervention and possibly out of special education, keeping them in the core classroom 
which is the least restrictive learning environment.  The more opportunities I am given to 
present the project in other settings, the more teachers and students will be impacted.  
The potential for social change increases as the scope of participants widens, ultimately 
building and refining agency in instruction to increase student achievement in general 
education thus decreasing the evaluation and identification of students needing special 
education services. 
Implications, Applications, and Directions for Future Research 
I would like to repeat the study in different settings as a direction for future 
research.  While I believe that the structures and processes that evolved from the themes 
of the data are generalizable best practice strategies, I would like to test that theory.  I 
would also like to explore focus group interviews with highly effective T1 teachers as 




self-perception, different themes and concepts may arise from researching the 
practices of effective and highly competent teachers in implementing T1 interventions 
with fidelity.   The findings from a study of this nature could have a potentially far-
reaching impact on social change for teachers of and students in reading intervention. 
Conclusion 
The purpose of the study was to identify gaps in practice and teacher-perceived 
issues regarding the effectiveness of Tier I intervention.  The data from the teacher 
participants provided rich, anecdotal descriptions of the factors affecting their perceived 
efficacy in delivering T1 interventions.  This study identified structures that teachers can 
refine that may improve analysis of data and planning differentiated intervention at the 
T1 level.  The goal of the project is to create a more systemic process for analyzing data 
and adapting instruction for individual students by supporting colleagues in data inquiry 
and to close the gap between knowledge and practice to provide T1 intervention to 
students with efficacy on a consistent basis.  The project has presented relevant, reliable, 
and specific structures that will make a positive impact on the RtI process.   
The PD training will present the importance of practicing researched-based best 
processes for knowing individual students and refining instruction to reach them.  Given 
the opportunity, I will share my research findings and developed project to faculties at the 
school and district in hopes of supporting teachers in their experiences with T1 
intervention.  As a product of and teacher in this school district, I hope to contribute to 
the funds of knowledge of my colleagues by sharing my research to positively impact the 




aspire to create and support sustaining change that inspires others to take action 






Abbott, M., & Wills, H. (2012). Improving the upside-down response to intervention 
triangle with a systematic, effective elementary school reading team. Preventing 
School Failure, 56(1), 37-46. 
Allington, R. (2006). Research and the three tier model. Reading Today, 23(5), 20. 
Allington, R. (2009). What really matters in response to intervention. Boston, MA:  
Pearson. 
American Federation of Teachers. (2004). Waiting rarely works: Late bloomers usually 
just wilt. Washington, DC: American Educator. 
Anderson, K. (2007). Differentiating instruction to include all students. Preventing 
School Failure, 51(3), 49-54.  
Ankrum, J., & Bean, R. (2008). Differentiating reading instruction: What and how. 
Reading Horizons, 48(2), 133-146. 
Avalos, M. A., Plasencia, A., Chavez, C., & Rascon, J. (2007). Modified guided reading: 
Gateway to English as a second language and literacy learning. Reading Teacher, 
61(4), 318-329. 
Bandura, Albert. (1982). Self-efficacy mechanism in human agency. American   
Psychologist, 37(2), 122-147. 
Batsche, G., Elliot, J., Graden, J. L., Grimes, J., Kovaleski, J., Prasse, D., Reschly, D., 
Schrag, J., & Tilly, W. (2006). Response to intervention: Policy considerations 





Bender, W., & Shores, C. (2007). Response to intervention:  A practical guide 
for every teacher. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin. 
Berkeley, S., Bender, W., Peaster, L., & Saunder, L. (2009). Implementation of response 
to intervention: A snapshot of progress. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 42(1), 
85-95. doi:1177/0022219408326214 
Bianco, S. (2010). Improving student outcomes: Data-driven instruction and fidelity of 
implementation in a response to intervention (RTI) model. TEACHING 
Exceptional Children Plus, 6(5). 
Brock, C., & Boyd, F. (2011). Fostering meaningful middle school literacy learning: 
Investigating beliefs and practices. Voices from the Middle, 19(1), 13-18. 
Byington, T., & Tannock, M. (2011). Professional development needs and interests of 
early childhood education trainers. Early Childhood Research & Practice, 13(2). 
Causton-Theoharis, J., Theoharis, G., Bull, T., Cosier, M., & Dempf-Aldrich, K. (2010). 
Schools of promise: A school district-university partnership centered on inclusive 
school reform. Remedial and Special Education, 30(1), 1-14. 
Center for Teaching Quality, National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, & the  
National Education Association (2014). The teacher leadership competencies. 
Clay, M. M. (1987). Learning to be learning disabled. Journal of Educational Studies, 22, 
155–173. 
Cleary, T. J. (2011). Professional development needs and practices among educators and 





Cooter, K. S., & Cooter, R. B. (2004). One size does not fit all: Slow learners 
in the reading classroom. The Reading Teacher, 57(7), 680-684. 
Corbell, K., Osborne, J., & Reiman, A. (2010). Supporting and retaining beginning 
teachers: A validity study of the Perceptions of Success Inventory for Beginning 
Teachers. Educational Research and Evaluation, 16(1), 75-96. 
Costa, A. & Garmston, R. (1994). Cognitive Coaching: A foundation for renaissance 
schools. Norwood, MA: Christopher-Gordon.  
Crawford, L., & Ketterlin-Geller, L. (2008). Improving math programming for students at 
risk. Remedial and Special Education, 29(1), 5-8. 
Creswell, J.W. (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods  
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Creswell, J. W. (2008). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating  
quantitative and qualitative research (3rd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson. 
Daly III, E., Martens, B., Barnett, D., Witt, J., & Olson, S. (2007). Varying intervention  
delivery in response to intervention: Confronting and resolving challenges with 
measurement, instruction, and intensity. School Psychology Review, 36(4), 562-
581. 
Danielson, L., Doolittle, J., & Bradley, R. (2007). Professional development, capacity  
building, and research needs:  Critical issues for response to intervention 
implementation. School Psychology Review, 36(4), 632-637. 
Darling-Hammond, L. (2009). Teaching and the change wars:  The professionalism 




IN:  Solution Tree. 
Denton, C., Fletcher, J., Anthony, J., & Francis, D. (2006). An evaluation of intensive 
intervention for students with persistent reading difficulties.  Journal of Learning 
Disabilities, 39(5), 447-466. 
Desimone, L. (2009). Improving impact studies of teachers’ professional development: 
Toward better conceptualizations and measures. Educational Researcher, 38(4), 
181-199.   
Dexter, D., Hughes, C., & Farmer, T. (2008). Responsiveness to Intervention: A review 
of field studies and implications for rural special education.  Rural Special 
Education Quarterly, 27(4), 3-9. 
Domitrovich, C., Gest, S., Gill, S., Jones, D., & Sandford, R. (2009). Individual factors 
associated with professional development training outcomes of the head start 
REDI program. Early Education and Development, 20(3), 402-430. 
Dubé, F., Bessette, L., & Dorval, C. (2011). Differentiation and explicit teaching: 
Integration of students with learning difficulties, USA-CHINA Journal of 
Education Review, 7, 167-184. 
Duffy, H., & Scala, J. (2012). A systematic approach to implementing response to 
intervention in three Colorado high schools. National high school center at the 
American institutes for research. 
DuFour, R., DuFour, R., & Eaker, R. (2008). Revisiting professional learning 





DuFour, R., DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & Karhanek, G. (2010). Raising the bar 
and closing the gap; Whatever it takes. Bloomington, IL:  Solution Tree Press. 
DuFour, R., DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & Many, T. (2006). Learning by doing:  A handbook 
for professional learning communities at work. Bloomington, IL:  Solution Tree 
Press. 
Farstrup, A. (2007). Five years of NCLB:  Where do we go from here? Reading Today. 
24(4), 20. 
Federal Register (2006). Assistance to states for the education of children with 
disabilities and preschool grant for children with disabilities; final rule. August 
14, 71(156) 46539-46845. Retrieved September 10, 2011 from 
www.ed.gov/policy/sped/guide/idea/idea. 
Fishman, B., Marx, R., Best, S., & Tal, R. (2003). Linking teacher and student learning to 
improve professional development in systemic reform. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 19(1), 643-658. 
Fletcher, J., & Vaughn, S. (2009). Response to intervention:  Preventing and 
remediating academic difficulties. Child Development Perspectives, 3(1), 30-37. 
Florida problem solving and response to intervention project (Florida PS/RtI). (2012). 
Perceptions of practices survey. PS/RtI evaluation tool technical assistance 
manual, 63-82. Retrieved February 10, 2012 from http://floridarti.usf.edu. 
Fuchs, D., & Deshler, D. D. (2007). What we need to know about responsiveness to 
intervention (and shouldn’t be afraid to ask). Learning Disabilities Research and 




Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L.S. (2008). Implementing RTI. District Administration, 
44(11), 73-76. 
Fuchs, D., Fuchs, L.S., & Vaughn, S. (2008). Response to intervention. Newark, DE: 
International Reading Association.  
George, P. (2005). A rationale for differentiated instruction in the regular classroom.  
Theory into practice, 44(3), 185-193.  
Gersten, R., Compton, D., Connor, C., Dimino, J., Santoro, L., Linan-Thompson, S., & 
Tilly, W. (2008). Assisting students struggling with reading: Response to 
intervention and multi-tier intervention for reading in the primary grades. 
Washington DC: National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional 
Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 
Glover, T., & DiPerna, J. (2007). Service delivery for response to intervention: Core 
components and directions for future research. School Psychology Review, 36(4), 
526-540. 
Greenfield, R., Rinaldi, C., Proctor, P., & Cardanelli, A. (2010). Teachers’ perceptions 
of a response to intervention reform effort at an urban elementary school: A 
consensual qualitative analysis. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 21(1), 47-63. 
Hadar, L., & Brody, D. (2010). From isolation to symphonic harmony:  Building  
professional development community among teacher educators. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 26, 1641-1651.  
Hall, S. L. (2008). A principal’s guide: Implementing Response to Intervention. Thousand 




Hancock, D., & Algozzine, B. (2006). Doing case study research:  A practical 
guide for beginning researchers. New York:  Teacher College Press.  
Hargreaves, A. (2007). The long and short of educational change. Education Canada, 
47(3), 16-23. 
Harris, K. Sparkman, D. (2009). Differentiating Mathematics Instruction. 
  Intervention in School and Clinic. (45) 2, 140-141. 
Hattie, J. (2009). Visible learning:  A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to  
achievement. Oxford, UK:  Routledge.   
Hattie, J. (2012a). Know Thy Impact. Educational Leadership, 70(1), 18-23. 
Hattie, J. (2012b). Visible learning for teachers:  Maximizing impact on learning.  
Oxford, UK:  Routledge.  
Hedrick, K. (2012). Differentiation: A strategic response to student needs. School  
Administrator, 69(5), 26-30. 
Henley, N. & Furlong, M. (2006). Using curriculum-derived progress monitoring data 
as part of a response-to-intervention strategy:  A case study. The California 
School Psychologist, 11, 85-99. 
Hollenbeck, A. (2007). From IDEA to implementation: A discussion of foundational and 
future Responsiveness-to-Intervention research. Learning Disabilities Research & 
Practice, 22(2), 137-146. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-5826.2007.00237 
Hoover, J. (2011). Making informed instructional adjustments in RTI models:  Essentials 
for practitioners. Intervention in School and Clinic 47(2), 82-90. 




practitioner’s model. Teaching exceptional children 43(3), 40-48. 
Horne, P. & Timmons, V. (2010). Making it work:  Teachers’ perceptions on inclusion. 
International Journal of Inclusive Education, 13(3), 273-286. 
Howard, M. (2009). MTSS from all sides: What every teacher needs to know.  
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 
Huebner, T. (2010). What research says about differentiated learning. Educational  
Leadership, 67(5), 79-81. 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004, 20 U.S.C. 1400 et  
seq. (2004; reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 
1990). 
International Reading Association (2008). What’s hot for 2008. Reading Today, 25(4), 1, 
10, 11. 
Jenkins, J., Shiller, E., Blackorby, J., Thayer, S., & Tilly, W. (2012). Responsiveness to 
intervention in reading:  Architecture and practices. Learning Disability 
Quarterly. 36(1), 36-46. 
Johnson, B. & Christensen, L. (2008). Educational research:  Quantitative, qualitative, 
and mixed approaches. Los Angeles:  Sage. 
Johnson, P. & Keier, K. (2010). Catching reader before they fall. Portland, ME:   
Stenhouse Publishers. 
Johnson, E., Mellard, D., Fuchs, D. & McKnight, M. (2006).  Responsiveness to 
intervention (RTI): How to do it. Lawrence, KS: National Research Center on 




Johnston, P. (2010). A framework for Response to Intervention in literacy:  
RTI in literacy-responsive and comprehensive. Newark, DE:  International 
Reading Association. 
Justice, L. (2006). Evidence-based practice, response to intervention, and the prevention 
of reading difficulties. Language, Speech and Hearing Services in Schools, (37), 
284-297. 
Kekahio, W. &  Baker, M. (2013). Five Steps for Structuring Data-Informed  
Conversations and Action in Education.  REL 2013-001. Regional Educational 
Laboratory Pacific.  
Kennedy, E., & Shiel, G. (2010). Raising literacy levels with collaborative on-site 
professional development in an urban disadvantaged school. The Reading 
Teacher, 63(5), 372-383.  
Knowles, L. (2009). Differentiated instruction in reading: Easier than it looks! School 
Media Activities Monthly, 25(5), 26-28. 
Kosanovich, M., Ladinsky, K., Nelson, L., & Torgesen, J. (2007). Differentiated 
reading instruction: Small group alternative lesson structures for all students. 
Florida Center for Reading Research, 1-9. 
Kyzer, B. (2009). Teacher-student relationships and models of influence and impact on 
mathematical achievement. Proquest Database Walden University February 2009. 
LaCursia, N. (2011). Perceptions of professional development from northern Illinois  
secondary public school health teachers and school administrators. Health 




Latz, A., Neumeister, K., Adams, C., & Pierce, R. (2009). Peer coaching to 
improve classroom differentiation: Perspectives from project clue. Roeper 
Review, 31(1), 27-39.  
Lee, I. (2011). Teachers as presenters at continuing professional development seminars in  
the English-as-a-foreign-language context: "I find it more convincing". Australian 
Journal of Teacher Education, 36(2), 30-42. 
Lee, O., Penfield, R., & Maerten-Rivera, J., (2009). Effects of fidelity of implementation 
on science achievement gains among English language learners. Journal of 
Research in Science Teaching, 46(7), 836-859. 
Levy, H. (2008). Meeting the needs of all students through differentiated instruction:  
Helping every child reach and exceed standards. The Clearing House, 81(4), 161-
164.  
Lodico, M., Spaulding, D., & Voegtle, K. (2010). Methods in educational research: 
From theory to practice (Laureate Education, Inc., custom ed.). San Francisco: 
John Wiley & Sons. 
Lujan, M., Love, S., & Collins, B. (2008). Response to Intervention implementation 
 guide: Team member notebook. Tyler, TX: Mentoring Minds. 
Machek, G. & Nelson, J. (2010). School psychologists’ perceptions regarding the 
practice of identifying reading disabilities:  Cognitive assessment and response to 
intervention considerations. Psychology in the Schools, 47(3), 230-245. 
Martinez, R. & Young, A. (2011). Response to intervention:  How is it practiced and 




Marzano, R. (2009). Designing and teaching learning goals and objectives:  
Classroom strategies that work. Bloomington, IN:  Marzano Research 
Laboratory. 
Marzano, R., Waters, T., & McNulty, B. (2005). School leadership that works:  From  
research to results. Alexandria, VA:  Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development. 
Mask, P. & McGill, M. (2010). Response to intervention:  A work in progress. National 
Social Science Journal, 34(2), 93-104. 
Mastropieri, M. A., & Scruggs, T. E. (2005). Feasibility and consequences of response to 
 intervention: Examination of the issues and scientific evidence as a model for the 
 identification of the individuals with learning disabilities. Journal of Learning 
 Disabilities, 38, 525-531. 
McCombes-Tolis, J., & Spear-Swerling, L. (2011). The preparation of pre-service 
elementary educators in understanding and applying the terms, concepts, and 
practices associated with response to intervention in early reading contexts. 
Journal of School Leadership, 21(3), 360-389. 
McEneaney, J., Lose, M., & Schwartz, R. (2006). A transactional perspective on reading 
difficulties and response to intervention. Reading Research Quarterly, 41(1), 117-
128. 
McIntosh, K., MacKay, L., Andreou, T., Brown, J., Matthews, S., Gietz, C., & Bennett, J 
(2011). Response to intervention in Canada:  Definitions, the evidence base, and 





McKenzie, R. (2010). The insufficiency of response to intervention in identifying  
gifted students with learning disabilities. Learning disabilities research & 
practice, 25(3), 161-168. 
McLeskey, J., & Waldron, N. L. (2002). Professional development and inclusive schools: 
  Reflections on effective practice. The Teacher Educator , 37(3), 159-172. 
McNulty, B. & Besser, L. (2010). Leaders make it happen:  An administrator’s guide to 
data teams. Englewood, CO:  Lead + Learn Press. 
Mellard, D. F., & Johnson, E. (2008). RTI: A practitioner’s guide to implementing 
Response to intervention. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
Mellard, D., McKnight, M., & Jordan, J. (2010). RTI tier structures and instructional 
 Intensity. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 25, 217-225. 
Mellard, D., McKnight, M., & Woods, K. (2009). Response to intervention screening and 
progress monitoring practices in 41 local schools. Learning Disabilities Research 
and Practice, 24, 185-195. 
Merriam, S. (2009). Qualitative research:  A guide to design and implementation. San 
Francisco, CA:  Jossey-Bass. 
National Center on Response to Intervention. (2010). What is RTI and what are the  
essential components that must be present for it to be implemented with fidelity? 
Washington, DC:  American Institute for Research. 
National Center on Response to Intervention. (2011). RTI essential components integrity 




Education Programs, National Center on Response to Intervention. 
American Institute for Research. 
National Reading Panel. (2000). Report of the National Reading Panel:  An evidence- 
based assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its 
implications for reading instruction. Washington, DC:  NIFL. 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq. (2002). 
Otaiba, S., Folsom, J., Schatschneider, C., Wanzek, J., Greulich, L., Meadows, J., Li, Z., 
& Connor, C. (2011). Predicting first-grade reading performance from 
kindergarten response to tier I intervention. Exceptional Children, 77(4), 453-470. 
Owacki, G. (2010). The RtI daily planning book, k-6:  Tools and strategies for collecting 
and assessing reading data and targeted follow-up instruction. Portsmouth, NH:  
Heinemann. 
Park, H. J., Roberts, K. D., & Stodden, R. (2012). Practice brief: Faculty perspectives on 
professional development to improve efficacy when teaching students with 
disabilities. Journal of Postsecondary Education And Disability, 25(4), 377-383. 
Porter, L. (2008). A case study of the implementation of response to intervention in an 
elementary school. Ann Arbor, MI:  Proust Information and Learning Company. 
Powell, D., Diamond, K., Burchinal, M., & Koehler, M. (2010). Effects of an early  
literacy professional development intervention on head start teachers and children. 
Journal Of Educational Psychology, 102(2), 299-312. 
Reeves. D. (2006). Data Teams (3rd ed.). Englewood, CO:  Lead + Learn Press. 




commitment, and get results. Alexandria, VA:  Association of 
Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
Reeves, D. (2010). Transforming professional development into student results.  
Alexandria, VA:  Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
RTI Action Network. (2011). http://rtinetwork.org/essential/tieredinstruction. 
Rudebush, J. & Weichmann, J. (2011). How to fit response to intervention into a heavy 
workload, The ASHA Leader, 16(10), 10-13. 
Samuels, C. (2011). CA district uses RTI to boost achievement of all. Education digest: 
Essential readings condensed for quick review, 77(1) 53-56. 
Sappington, N., Pacha, J., Baker, P., & Gardner, D. (2012). The organized contradictions 
of professional development and school improvement. International Journal of 
Educational Leadership Preparation, 7(1).  
Scanlon, D. & Sweeney, J. (2008). Response to Intervention: An overview:  New hope 
 for struggling learners. Educator’s Voice, 1, 16-29. 
Schmoker, M. (2006). Results now:  How we can achieve unprecedented improvements 
in teaching and learning. Alexandria, VA:  Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development.  
Schwanenberger, M., & Ahearn, C. (2013). Teacher Perceptions of the Impact of the  
Data Team Process on Core Instructional Practices. International Journal of 
Educational Leadership Preparation, 8(2), 146-162. 
Schweitzer, L. & Stephenson, M. (2008). Charting the paradoxes of constructivism in 





Shores, C. & Chester, K. (2009). Using RTI for school improvement: Raising every 
student’s achievement scores. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE). (2008). Retrieved June 2, 2011 from 
http://ed.sc.gov/. 
Stake, R. (1995). The art of case study research. Thousand Oaks, CA:  SAGE  
Publications. 
Stover, K., Kissel, B., Haag, K., & Shoniker, R. (2011). Differentiated coaching:  
Fostering reflection with teachers. The Reading Teacher, 64(7), 498– 509. 
Stuart, S., Rinaldi, C., & Higgins-Averill, O. (2011). Agents of change: Voices of 
teachers on response to intervention. International Journal of Whole Schooling, 
7(2), 53-73. 
Thomas, R. (2011). Why school teams don’t analyze data. School Administrator, 68(9), 
24-27. 
Tobin, R., & McInnes, A. (2008). Accommodating differences: Variations  in 
differentiated literacy instruction in grade 2/3 classrooms. Literacy, 42(1), 3-9. 
Tomlinson, C. (2000). Reconcilable differences:  Standards-based teaching and  
differentiation. Educational Leadership, 58(1), 6-11. 
Tomlinson, C. (2004). Differentiation in diverse settings: A consultant’s experience in 
diverse settings. The School Administrator, 7(61), 28-35. 
Tschannen-Moran, M., & McMaster, P. (2009). Sources of self-efficacy: Four  




implementation of a new teaching strategy. The Elementary School 
Journal, 110(2), 228-245.  
U.S. Department of Education (USDE). (2008). No Child Left Behind. Washington,  
DC. Retrieved June 2, 2011 from http://www.ed.gov/index.jhtm. 
VanDerHeyden, A. (2011). Technical Adequacy of Response to Intervention  
Decisions. Exceptional Children, 77(3), 335-350.  
Vaughn, S., & Fuchs, L.S. (2006). A response to “Competing views:  A dialogue on  
response to intervention.”  Assessment for Effective Intervention,  32(1), 58-61. 
Vellutino, F.R., Scanlon, D.M., Small, S.G., Fanuele, D.P., & Sweeney, J. (2007).  
Preventing early reading difficulties through kindergarten and first grade 
intervention:  A variant of the three-tier model. In D. Haager, S. Vaughn, & J.K. 
Kinlger (Eds.), Validated practices for three tiers of reading intervention. (pp. 
186). Baltimore, MD:  Paul H. Brookes Publishing Co. 
Walsh, K., Glaser, D., & Wilcox, D. (2006). What education schools aren’t teaching  
about reading and what elementary teachers aren’t learning. National Council on 
Teacher Quality. 
Wehby, J., Johnson, D., Symons, F., & Society for Research on Educational  
Effectiveness. (2010). Improving intervention implementation and fidelity in 
evidence-based practice:  Integrating teacher preference into intervention 
selection. Society for research on educational effectiveness. 
Wilhelm. (2011). A Team Approach to Using Student Data. Leadership, 40(5), 26-28. 




enjoying the journey. Saint Paul, MN:  Wilder Publishing Center. 





Appendix A: The Project 
Session 1:  Facilitator’s Agenda 
http://prezi.com/gyzm3rntefqx/?utm_campaign=share&utm_medium=copy 
 
I.  Introduction of Session: (10 minutes) 
 The purpose for this first session of PD training is to provide authentic 
opportunities to immerse in and engage with literacy best practices and student 
data. 
 The goals of the training are: 
 To create a more systemic process for analyzing data and adapting instruction 
for individual students by supporting colleagues in data inquiry and  
 To close the gap between teachers’ knowledge and application in providing 
T1 intervention with efficacy in implementation on a consistent basis. 
 
 Pass out handouts of presentation and evaluation exit-slips. 
II.  Learning objectives (5 minutes) 
 
 Review research regarding data analysis 
 Engage in guided data analysis 
 Process and practice data analysis with authentic and relevant data 
 Collaborate with peers in discussions of analysis 
 Be supported in this work by the presenter, colleagues, and reading 
interventionists 
 Identify next steps in instruction based on data 





III.     
Research (20 minutes) 
 
 Read slides about what teachers have said. 
 Read quotes from current research 
 Pair Share:  turn and talk with a partner.  What resonates with you from these 
statements? 




IV.   Dissecting Data: (30 minutes) 
 
 Set up activity:  We will watch and listen to a student read a book.  While we 
watch the video, take a running record of the child’s reading behaviors. 
 
 
V.  Analyze Miscues:  (30 minutes) 
 
 Analyze the running record you just took of the child. 
 Compare your analysis with your neighbor. 
 We will then analyze together as a whole group to calibrate our calculations 
and analysis. 
 What is the accuracy percentage? (Miscues divided by total words X 100) 
 What is the self-correction rate?  (Errors + self-corrections / self-corrections) 
 What is the percent full meaning used by the reader?   





VI.   What do we know? (30 minutes) 
 
 Looking at the data, what do we know about this reader? 
 Use the chart.  Fill in what the child can do independently, can almost do, and 
cannot yet do. 
 Discuss with table groups. 
 
VII.   Application and Collaboration Time (1 hour) 
 
 Use your own student data that you brought with you to work through this same 
process. 
 I will circulate and assist as needed. 
 You may think through this analysis with your colleagues. 
 
VIII.  Student Needs (45 minutes) 
 
 
 With your table group, share out your analysis. 





IX.  Instructional Steps (45 minutes) 
 
 Develop an instructional plan for this reader. 
 Share strategies with your table group and support each other. 
 
 
X.  Tier 1 Application (1 hour and 15 minutes) 
 
 Utilize this time to use the same process with your tier 1 student data. 
 Analyze the running records. 
 Write an analysis statement including what the child can do independently, 
can almost do, and cannot yet do. 
 Determine what each student needs most. 
 Create an instructional next steps plan for this student. 
 Collaborate with your colleagues throughout this process.  Reading 
interventionists can also support you as you develop these. 
 
XI. Closure and Exit Slips (15 minutes) 
 
 Wrap up the working session. 
 Answer any lingering questions. 














































































































Session 2:  Facilitator’s Agenda 
 
Session 2 :   http://prezi.com/cyt-aonrijm1/?utm_campaign=share&utm_medium=copy 
I.  Introduction of Session: (10 minutes) 
 The purpose for this second session of PD training is to provide authentic 
opportunities to immerse in and engage with instructional decisions based on 
student data. 
 The goals of the training are: 
 To create a more systemic process for analyzing data and adapting instruction 
for individual students by supporting colleagues in data inquiry and  
 To close the gap between teachers’ knowledge and application in providing 
T1 intervention with efficacy in implementation on a consistent basis. 
 
 Pass out handouts of presentation and evaluation exit-slips. 
 
 
II.  What teachers say (5 minutes) 
 
 Read comments made by teachers. 
 How do these statements resonate with you?  Share out with the group. 





 construct personal meaning of differentiation 
 review research based best practice strategies 
 look at student data and determine strengths and weaknesses 
 collaborate with colleagues to identify differentiated instructional strategies to 
match student's needs 
IV.   Research (10 minutes) 
 
 Read quotes from current research 
 Pair Share:  turn and talk with a partner.  What resonates with you from these 
statements? 
 Group discussion:  Share out from groups to help ground the work to be done 
today. 
V.   Analyzing Patterns:  (30 minutes) 
 
 Analyze the child’s data and notice patterns. 
 What are the child’s strengths? 
 What are the child’s needs? 
 Present this child to a partner. 
VI.     What will you do? (45 minutes) 
 
 Knowing this reader, what is the desired outcome?  
 What will you differentiate for this student? 
 How will you differentiate instruction for this student? 
 What setting will be best for this differentiation? 





VII.    Strategy Review (2 hours) 
 
 Spend about 30 minutes deeply reviewing and discussing each of the four 
“Effective Strategies” slides. 
 
 Hattie’s Top 10 Effect Size 
 Self-reported grades- students analyze their own work and evaluate 
themselves 
 Piagetian programs- teachers choose materials and tasks based on the 
developmental stages of their students and realize the importance of 
developing simultaneous and successive challenge of thinking.   
 Formative evaluations- teachers use student data and evidence of 
student learning to evaluate their teaching and monitor and adjust 
instruction based on this. 
 Micro-teaching- teachers conduct mini-lessons to a small group of 
students and then engaging in post discussion conferences about the 
lesson. 
 Acceleration –progressing students through an educational program at 
faster rates or younger ages than is traditional or conventional. 
 Behavior-classroom management and classroom climate support 
behaviors conducive to learning. 
 Comprehensive intervention- a combined direct instruction and 
strategy instruction model that addresses specific learning needs.  
 Teacher clarity- organization, explanation, examples and guided 
practice, and assessment of student learning. 
 Reciprocal teaching-enabling students to learn and use cognitive 
strategies such as summarizing, questioning, clarifying, and predicting 
when supported through teacher-student dialogue. 
 Feedback- provides cues or reinforcement to the learner and relates 




 The Core 6 
 Reading for Meaning- strategies that help students develop the skills to 
be proficient, effective readers and make sense of text. 
 Compare and Contrast- teaches students to conduct comparative and 
contrasting analysis in order to engage with content at a much deeper 
level. 
 Inductive Learning- using inductive processes to help students see 




 Circle of Knowledge-strategic framework for planning and 
conducting engaging classroom discussions that get students to think 
deeply and communicate thoughtfully. 
 Write to Learn- integrates writing into daily instruction  
 Vocabulary’s CODE- strategies to give students the ability to retain 
and use academic vocabulary. 
 
 Marzano’s Essential 9 
 Identifying similarities and differences- students compare, classify, 
and create linguistic, non-linguistic, and/or graphic representations of 
content concepts. 
 Summarizing and note taking- students put information in their own 
words by summarizing, eliminating, substituting, and analyzing 
information presented. 
 Reinforcing effort and providing recognition- teachers use symbolic 
recognition to reward standard of performance. 
 Homework and practice- teachers vary amount and format of 
additional independent practice given based on need to reinforce and 
enrich.  If assigned, it should have a purpose and should be debriefed. 
 Nonlinguistic representations-students should create graphic 
representations and engage in kinesthetic activities to assimilate new 
information. 
 Cooperative learning- teachers utilize flexible grouping with specific 
roles and responsibilities assigned. 
 Setting objectives and providing feedback- teachers provide specific 
goals for learning and provide timely and relevant feedback. 
 Generating and testing hypothesis- students should engage in problem 
solving and decision making. 
 Questions, cues, and advanced organizers- teachers focus on what is 
useful and most important. 
 
 Tomlinson’s Ways of Responding 
 Small group instruction- flexible grouping of students with similar 
needs providing explicit teaching to that skill, strategy, or goal. 
 Graphic organizers- different levels and degrees of support provided to 
organize information. 
 Scaffolding reading- guided practice to move the reader toward 
independence. 
 Independent studies- students participate in individual investigations 




 Learning contracts- students and teachers negotiate goals 
for learning and steps needed to realize those goals. 
 Learning centers- opportunities for collaborative and independent 
practice with different skill sets and strategy application for problem 
solving. 




VIII.  Student Needs and Strategy Planning (1 hour) 
 
 With your table group, share out your analysis. 
 As a group, identify what this student’s needs based on your analysis. 
 Develop an instructional plan for this reader. 
 Share strategies with your table group and support each other. 
 
 
IX.  Results Indicators (15 minutes) 
 
 Thoughtfully answer these questions individually and as a table group. 
X. Application and Collaborative Planning Time (45 minutes) 
 
 Utilize this time to use the same process with your tier 1 student data. 
 Analyze the running records. 
 Write an analysis statement including what the child can do independently, 
can almost do, and cannot yet do. 
 Determine what each student needs most. 




 Collaborate with your colleagues throughout this process.  Reading 
interventionists can also support you as you develop these. 
 
XI. Closure and Exit Slips (15 minutes) 
 
 Wrap up the working session. 
 Answer any lingering questions. 



















































































































Session 3:  Facilitator’s Agenda 
 
http://prezi.com/mgxiw7sluz5x/?utm_campaign=share&utm_medium=copy 
I. Introduction of Session: (10 minutes) 
 The purpose for this third session of PD training is to provide authentic 
opportunities to immerse in and engage with literacy best practices and student 
data in an effort to align beliefs with practice.   
 The goal of the training is: 
 To close the gap between teachers’ knowledge and application in providing 
T1 intervention with efficacy in implementation on a consistent basis. 
 
 Pass out handouts of presentation and evaluation exit-slips. 
 
II. Learning objectives (5 minutes) 
 
 Through active engagement in today’s session, participants will: 
 evaluate personal beliefs about learning 
 set specific goals for student learning based on analysis of student 
evidence 
 choose appropriate strategies to address learning goals 
 and align instructional practices with beliefs. 
III.   Reflect and Respond (30 minutes) 
 
 Participants reflect, respond and pair-share the following: 
 




 What are the three best three things you’ve ever read or had 
read aloud to you? 
 What are you currently reading? 
 Have you ever liked a book(s) so much that you reread it?  If so, what was 
it or what were they? 
 What kinds of things do you like to read?  Favorite author or genre? 
 What kinds of things do you NOT like to read? 
 Do you read any magazines or newspapers? 
 What do you do when you finish a book? 
 What are you going to read next? 
IV.  Video clip:  (15 minutes) 
 
 Watch the video clip. 
 Jot down your noticing. 
V.     Take Another Look (30 minutes) 
 
 Watch the video again, this time capture the practices and language observed. 
 What can you now infer about this teacher’s beliefs about learning based on 
this observation? 
 
VI.   Personal Beliefs on Learning (20 minutes) 
 
 What do you believe about how children learn? Take a few minutes to jot 
these down. 




VII.  Practices Match Beliefs (30 minutes) 
 
 How do you get to know your students?  Share out how you learn more about 
your students. 
 Facilitator charts responses in terms of formative/summative or 
quantitative/qualitative data collection.  What do you notice?  Respond as a 
group. 
 Review your top three beliefs.  Do these practices “match” and align with 
your top 3 beliefs? Discuss this as a group. 
 
 
VIII.   Beliefs in Action (10 minutes) 
 
 Read the slide and thoughtfully discuss as a table group. 
IX.      Strategy Review (30 minutes) 
 
 Review purpose of strategy selection in alignment with beliefs and student 
needs.  Read the three slides and discuss as necessary as we think about 
specific reading instruction for tier 1 students. 
X.  Strategies and Hypotheses (20 minutes) 
 
 If fluency is an issue for this reader, let’s break down what we know. 





XI.  Unpack the Process (45 minutes) 
 
 We will break down the reading process to understand better what takes place 
when decoding unknown text. 
 With a table group, read the emergent text provided. 
 Discuss as a table group how you made meaning of the text written in a 
foreign text. 
 What did you have to do first? 
 What was most important for you as a reader? 
 
XII.  Setting Goals (20 minutes) 
 
 Now that we understand how to break down the process, let’s practice setting 
goals for readers. 
 Instructional goal setting is based on student evidence as we have analyzed in 
the last two PD sessions. 
 
XIII.   Collaborative Application (45 minutes) 
 
 Use the data and student evidence you brought with you today.   
 With a partner, analyze and set an instructional goal for this reader. 
 
XIV.  More Practice (30 minutes) 
 
 Given the following information, what goals would you set for this student? 
 Based on our previous sessions, what strategies would you implement to teach 






XV. Closure (15 minutes) 
 
 Review initial beliefs about learning.  How do your selected strategies match 
those beliefs? 






























































































































Appendix C:  Survey Questionnaire 
RTI Perceptions and Experiences Survey Questionnaire 
 1 / 3   
 
1. What is your role at your school?  
General Education Teacher 
Special Education Teacher 
Reading Interventionist 
 
Other (please specify)  
 
 








Other (please specify)  
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The following questions pertain to your experiences in the RTI process. 
 

















6. Have you received any of the following training and/or supports specific 
to Tier 1 interventions?  
 

































































   





7. How confident are you in the following RTI processes of Tier 1 










I am not 
involved 
Using data to 
identify 
students 
needing Tier 1 
interventions 





goals for Tier 1 
interventions 
     
 
Implementing 











to Tier 1 
interventions 




















8. Overall, how effective do you feel you are in implementing Tier 1 








 3 / 3   
Please share any additional thoughts you may have at this time. 
 
9. Are there additional supports or resources specific to Tier 1 
differentiation that would be helpful in your role in the RTI process?  
Yes 
No 
Do not know 
Other (please specify)  
 
 
10. What additional comments or information would you like to share at 












Appendix D:  Interview Protocol and Follow-Up Questions 
J. Murphy’s Interview Guide for Teachers 
 
Questions to ask: Interviewer’s notes: 





Explain the data sources used to 
determine the effectiveness of core 





Explain the support that is provided for 






Explain your understanding of how 
data are used to identify students in 






What is your responsibility in Tier I 





How do you develop differentiation 









How do you determine if the selected 







How do you monitor progress of the 





Explain your competence with creating 
and implementing effective Tier I 





Explain your motivation to monitor 
progress of the interventions you 




Explain your level of confidence 
(extremely confident; somewhat 
confident; not at all confident) in 
analyzing data of the interventions you 
implement to make instructional 





















Do teachers perceive that sufficient 
training on implementing Tier I 






Please describe the training you 





Do you feel that implementation of Tier 






Is there anything else you would like to 
add in regards to the RtI model at your 
school? 
 
 
